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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
The state of inservlce education has been described as piecemeal, 
patchwork, haphazard, and ineffective. Edelfelt and Lawrence (1975) 
used these adjectives when they commented on the fundamental problems 
facing inseirvice education for all professional educators today. 
Though the adjectives are severe, they may be descriptive of the 
inservice education programs offered for Iowa teachers of vocational 
agriculture. Such a harsh judgment, however, may not take into 
consideration the tremendous changes in inservice education in the 
last decade or the fact that much effort has been channeled in the 
direction of improving inservice education for Iowa vocational 
agriculture instructors. 
Graduate programs have historically been available for students 
in Agricultural Education at Iowa State University, \^ich provided a 
means for the vocational agriculture instructors to keep up-to-date in 
both technical agriculture and instructional methodology. While the 
technical agriculture courses offered valuable theoretical information, 
they lacked prepared instructional materials ready for use in high 
school teaching. The success of graduate programs for vocational 
agriculture instructors was limited by the time and location of the 
courses offered. More recently, evening graduate courses have been 
offered throughout the state, making it possible for an instructor 
to complete the majority of a Master of Science degree without actually 
attending classes on the university campus. 
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Workshops offered by the Agricultural Education Department during 
the last decade were generally viewed to be valuable by the participants. 
However, materials prepared, workshop outcomes, and results were not 
usually made available to those instructors who could not attend. 
Businesses and industries in Iowa have had an interest in educating 
the public and have promoted their product by providing educational 
services for potential buyers. This interest has increased the educa­
tional programs sponsored and presented by business and industry. They 
have often provided resources and information not available through the 
university or other agencies. In some cases, businesses and industry 
were closer to agricultural needs, and could provide higher quality 
instructional materials and workshops at little or no cost to the 
instructor. 
The development and growth of the Iowa area community colleges 
since their conception in 1965 has created new dimensions for inser­
vice education. Rapid college growth generated a need to provide the 
area community college agricultural staff with inservice education. 
In some cases, these staff members were relied upon to conduct inser­
vice programs for secondary vocational agriculture instructors. 
The Cooperative Extension Service reorganized their delivery of 
information to the public from a statewide to an area concept from 
1966 to 1969. The state was divided into twelve extension areas with 
a specialized staff assigned to each area. This has provided a more 
direct source of subject matter expertise to the people of Iowa, 
including vocational agriculture instructors. 
3 
In 1969, the Iowa Vocational Agricultural Teachers' Association, 
(IVATA), began a highly successful venture of providing instructional 
materials to the agriculture instructors in the form of an annual 
instructional materials packet. The packet vas made available at the 
annual summer conference for purchase by the agriculture instructors. 
The packet contained slide sets, films trips, cassette tapes, trans­
parencies and masters, written materials, pamphlets, and many other 
materials for use in vocational agriculture instructional programs. 
In 1970, a task force was organized to study the coordination 
and articulation of agricultural education programs offered by voca­
tional agriculture departments, area vocational-technical schools, 
Iowa State University (teaching, research, and extension), University 
of Iowa, and the University of Northern Iowa. According to the report^ 
developed by this task force committee, major emphasis was given to 
inservice training and coordination among the institutions involved. 
It was pointed out by the Agricultural Task Force that there was a 
very real need for improved communications at both the area and state 
level in the future planning and conducting of educational programs 
related to agriculture. The implementation of the recommendations of 
this task force was to be carried out in seven area discussion groups. 
After a short period of some success, the effort lost momentum. 
Guidelines for Program Emphasis for Agricultural Education. 
Unpublished report developed by Agricultural Task Force, State 
Coordinating Committee. Copy on file. Dr. Lee Kolmer, Dean of 
Agriculture, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa. June 1, 1970. 
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The Iowa Legislature in 1973 delegated inservice education 
responsibility to the newly formed Area Education Agencies as reported 
in Chapter 273 of the Code of Iowa (1977). The following is stated in 
the Code of Iowa: 
273.2 1. In-service training programs for employees 
of school districts and area education agencies, pro­
viding at the time programs and services are established 
they do not duplicate programs and services available 
in that area from the universities under the state 
board of regents and from other universities and four-
year institutions of higher education in Iowa (p. 1362). 
In 1973, the Agricultural Education Department at Iowa State 
University employed for the first time a one-quarter time instructor 
through Iowa State University extension funds. The role of the 
instructor was to coordinate inservice education activities for 
vocational agriculture instructors in Iowa. Simultaneously, the State 
Department of Public Instruction provided funds to employ an instructor 
half-time to coordinate inservice activities for postsecondary agricul­
ture instructors and agriculture instructors of veterans. The emphasis 
of this coordination was to provide three statewide inservice education 
seminars held on the Iowa State University campus for secondary and 
postsecondary agriculture instructors. These sessions were one day in 
length and covered a subject related to technical agriculture. An 
instructional materials packet was prepared and provided to each instruc­
tor who attended. The opportunity was available for instructors to 
request inservice education assistance on a district basis. In 1975, 
the one-quarter time position was extended to a half-time position. 
In 1977, this became a permanently funded position. 
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The Agricultural Education Department at Iowa State University 
offered restructured workshops for first-year vocational agriculture 
instructors in 1974. Three one and one-half day sessions were held 
on campus during a Friday evening and Saturday. Follow-up individual­
ized instruction was provided by agricultural education staff members 
in the instructor's school. In 1975, the workshop was continued with 
the second-year instructors. These sessions were successful but time 
consuming for the agricultural education staff. In 1976, the second-
year workshop was discontinued. 
In 1975, the Cedar Rapids area CArea 10 in eastern Iowa) attempted 
to reactivate the task force group begun in 1970. The group formed 
included representatives from area and county extension personnel, 
area community and technical college personnel, and vocational agri­
culture instructors. Althougjh this group had many functions, one 
major purpose was to identify inservice needs of the agricultural 
educators in Area 10 and draw upon Iowa State University, other insti­
tutions, business and industry, and the expertise among their own 
group in providing inservice education activities for the personnel 
involved in Area 10. 
In addition to the inservice activities cited to this point, there 
were other inservice functions carried out by the Agricultural Education 
Department at Iowa State University. These included: 
1. Three-day off-campus summer workshops for graduate credit, 
2. Emergency certification program, 
3. Multiple day workshops for speciality instructors. 
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4. Two week summer workshop for beginning teachers of vocational 
agriculture, and 
5. Individual consultation as requested. 
The critical shortage of vocational agriculture instructors in 
Iowa has increased the number of young professionals with limited exper­
ience in the teaching ranks. Many agricultural educators and supervisors 
in Iowa have suggested that more inservice education activities be 
offered to expand on the technical agriculture and instructional 
methodology these instructors have experienced in their preservice 
program and work experience. 
Experienced vocational agriculture instructors have had several 
reasons to seek inservice education. The two most frequently mentioned 
by instructors have been the need to keep current and to obtain salary 
increases. The rapidly expanding technology in agriculture necessitated 
their participation in order to keep abreast of new techniques and 
ideas. The structure of the current salary schedules in most school 
systems has allowed added salary increments for coursework taken as 
graduate credit. As the needs of experienced instructors have increased, 
inservice education has expanded. 
Statement of the Problem 
The development of inservice education activities for vocational 
agriculture instructors in Iowa led to many questions concerning who 
should be responsible to provide and pay for these inservice education 
programs. There has been overlap of roles and sometimes duplication 
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of services. While a flurry of activities has taken place, there has 
been little long range planning, goal setting, or evaluation. 
The increasing interest of providing inservice education for 
vocational agriculture instructors followed a national increase of 
inservice education for all educators. This increase in interest has 
multiplied the problems associated with the administration of inservice 
education programs. 
The rapid growth of inservice education has caused much speculation 
about the future. Edelfelt and Lawrence (1975) listed seven major 
issues facing inservice education on a national level. These issues 
apply also to inservice education for vocational agriculture instructors 
in Iowa. The seven issues which must be dealt with are: 
1. Teacher supply and demand 
2. The relationship of preservice and inservice 
education 
3. The role of higher education 
4. The role of teachers and teacher organizations 
5. Self-governance for the teaching profession 
6. The adequacy of courses, credits, credentials, 
etc. 
7. The role and purpose of inservice education 
(p. 20, 21). 
Considering these issues and the state of inservice education for 
vocational agriculture instructors today it became imperative to deter­
mine how agencies and groups involved should cooperate in developing 
a structured, organized, well-planned framework for inservice education. 
Although intentions have been good, program planning has been haphazard 
and neglected. 
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Purpose of the Study 
This study was designed to focus on the respective roles and 
responsibilities of selected institutions, agencies, and organizations 
involved in providing inservice education for high school vocational 
agriculture instructors in Iowa. The specific objectives of this 
study were as follows; 
1. To identify the perceived roles and responsibilities of 
selected institutions, agencies, and organizations in: 
a. determining goals and objectives of inservice education 
for vocational agriculture instructors in Iowa. 
b. initiating and coordinating inservice education programs 
for vocational agriculture instructors in Iowa. 
c. providing inservice education in regard to subject matter 
expertise for vocational agriculture instructors in Iowa. 
d. providing inservice education in regard to instructional 
methodology for vocational agriculture instructors in 
Iowa. 
e. financing inservice education programs for vocational 
agriculture instructors in Iowa. 
2. To identify the preferred location of subject matter inservice 
education programs for vocational agriculture instructors in 
Iowa. 
3. To identify the preferred location of instructional methodology 
inservice education programs for vocational agriculture 
instructors in Iowa. 
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4. To identify the purposes of inservice education for vocational 
agriculture instructors in Iowa. 
5. To identify the importance of selected factors in motivating 
vocational agriculture instructors in Iowa to participate in 
inservice education activities. 
6. To determine the preferred model for delivering inservice 
education programs to vocational agriculture instructors in 
Iowa. 
7. To determine if there were significant differences in the 
attitudes towards inservice education perceived by selected 
vocational agriculture instructors as compared to selected 
school administrators. 
8. To determine if there were significant differences in the 
ratings as perceived by participants among the selected 
institutions, agencies, or organizations responsible for: 
a. determining goals and objectives of inservice education 
for vocational agriculture instructors in Iowa. 
b. initiating and coordinating inservice education programs 
for vocational agriculture instructors in Iowa. 
c. providing inservice education in regard to subject matter 
expertise for vocational agriculture instructors in Iowa. 
d. providing inservice education in regard to instructional 
methodology for vocational agriculture instructors in Iowa. 
e. financing inservice education programs for vocational 
agriculture instructors in Iowa. 
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9. To determine if there were significant differences in the 
ratings as perceived by participants among the selected 
institutions, agencies, or organizations in the models 
suggested for delivery of inservice education programs 
for vocational agriculture instructors in Iowa. 
10. To determine if there were significant differences in the 
ratings as perceived by participants among the selected 
institutions, agencies, or organizations in the purposes 
of inservice education for vocational agriculture instructors 
in Iowa. 
11. To determine if there were significant differences in the 
ratings as perceived by participants among the selected 
institutions, agencies, or organizations in the purposes of 
selected factors in motivating vocational agriculture 
instructors in Iowa to participate in inservice education 
activities. 
Definition of Terms 
The terms used throughout this study were defined as follows: 
Agricultural Industry ; Those industries, businesses, and service 
organizations directly related to agriculture who have been involved 
in providing inservice education activities to agriculture instructors. 
Agricultural Subject Matter; Technical agriculture information 
such as animal science, agronomy, agricultural economics, agricultural 
mechanization, horticulture, and others, usually taught in the 
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inservice education workshops, courses, and seminars for vocational 
agriculture instructors. 
Area Community/Technical College; A system of fifteen community 
colleges and area vocational-technical schools serving the state of 
Iowa. Within these fifteen colleges, agriculture program areas serve 
adult citizens by offering up to two years of agricultural training 
in preparation for employment. 
Area Education Agency; Iowa is divided into fifteen areas each 
of which is served by an Area Education Agency. The agency is required 
by law to provide special education and media services to local school 
districts within the boundaries of the area. The agency can provide 
additional services upon request. These services can include inservice 
education, data processing, research, demonstration projects, and 
models. 
Inservice Education; Any professional development activity an 
instructor undertakes singly or with other instructors after receiving 
his or her initial teaching certificate and while in the practice of 
the teaching profession. It consists of experiences designed to 
increase competencies in knowledge, skills, and attitudes needed by 
school personnel in the performance of assigned responsibilities. 
Instructional Methodology: Methods of teaching, new innovations 
in media, student psychology, new developments in curriculum and many 
other topics, usually taught in the inservice education workshops, 
courses, and seminars for vocational agriculture instructors. 
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Iowa State University College of Agriculture Teaching/Research ; 
Faculty members whose major responsibilities are undergraduate and 
graduate teaching and/or research. 
Local School District; An individual school system referring to 
the administrative structure or the teachers collectively within the 
system. 
State and Area Extension; The cooperative extension service 
employs agriculture specialists at two levels. At the state level 
extension agricultural specialists are based on the Iowa State 
University campus within their respective technical agriculture 
department. At the area level agricultural specialists are based 
in one of the twelve Iowa area extension offices. 
The Area Extension Director is the program leader and 
administrator of the Area Extension Service and the County Extension 
Services within the area. 
Limitations 
The limitations observed in conducting this study were as follows; 
1. The questionnaire used in this study to determine the 
perceived roles of the selected agencies and groups in 
providing inservice education for vocational agriculture 
Instructors was developed specifically for this study; 
therefore, the questionnaire was not correlated with other 
valid instruments even though efforts were made in the 
developmental process to help insure content validity. 
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2. By restricting the study to Iowa, the population of many of 
the selected agencies or groups was small. Any extreme 
response could have had a skewing effect on the data. 
3. Some of the personnel included in the survey may not have 
fully comprehended the relationship of all the selected 
agencies or groups with the vocational agriculture instructors. 
4. Certain agencies or groups included in the study could have 
taken the position that inservice education for vocational 
agriculture instructors was their interest and responsibility 
even though they were not capable of providing such activities. 
These feelings may have influenced the respondents * choices 
on the questionnaires. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
A search of the literature pertaining to this study revealed few 
reports and articles that dealt with the subject of inservice education 
in a comprehensive manner. While many authors described inservice 
education activities in general terms, very few reported results of 
research. Sobol (1971) concluded that studies related to inservice 
education have been limited to the content of the training as opposed 
to the process of coordinating and teaching. 
ERIC searches were conducted using the facilities available at 
the Iowa State University library. The most useful document located 
in the investigator's search was a report from the Inservice Teacher 
Education Concepts Project (ISTE) sponsored by the National Center for 
Education Statistics and the Teacher Corps. In this report, Nicholson 
et al. (1976) summarized the review of literature on inservice education 
which consulted more than two thousand books, periodicals and unpublished 
papers. The literature selected to be cited in this review is divided 
into the following sections; 
1. Need for Inservice Education 
2. Responsibility for Determining Purpose of Inservice Education 
3. Responsibility for Determining Content of Inservice Education 
4. Responsibility for Determining Design and Delivery of Inservice 
Education 
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5. Governance of Inservice Education 
6. Summary 
Need for Inservice Education 
A majority of the articles reviewed emphasized that inservice 
education is needed for professional educators, but often neglected. 
Bush (1971) quoted Don Davies' testimony before a Congressional 
subcommittee : "Inservice teacher training is the slum of American 
education—disadvantaged, poverty-stricken, neglected, psychologically 
isolated, whittled with exploitation, and broken promises, and conflict" 
(p. 38). Programs in inservice education have been described by Howey 
(1976b, cited by Howey 1976a) as a patchwork quilt. He stated: 
The time allotted and the frequency of the activity 
suggests that but 'remnants' of larger ideas and 
ideals are dealt with. Rarely are institutional goals 
coordinated with personal needs in these activities 
but approached rather in a random pattern. Finally, 
the intent is not one of major reform as much as basic 
maintenance—a protective cover (p. 102). 
Edelfelt and Lawrence (1975) stated that too often inservice education 
was the weakest link in teacher education. 
Hass (1957) agreed with Davies, Howey, Edelfelt, and others on the 
state of inservice education today. He also emphasized that the teacher 
has a crucial role in the educational process. Inadequately prepared 
teachers can have a harmful influence on students. Conversely, superior 
teachers can make some powerful contributions to the development of 
children and their social well-being. To gain these advantages for 
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students, Hass (1957) felt that we should amass every possible resource 
to improve the skills and release the creative abilities of the teaching 
staff. 
Providing inservice education for vocational educators is not a 
simple job. Finch (1969) suggested this is one of the most formidable 
tasks facing the field of vocational education. 
Edmonds et al. (1966) urged that we re-focus our attention to the 
entire teacher education program. That is, we must be certain to offer 
the most appropriate experiences in both preservice and inservice 
education. We need to coordinate our efforts more carefully to assure 
that teachers continue their development from the time they enter pre­
service programs until they retire at the end of their professional 
careers. 
Although the preservice portion of teacher education is important, 
many authors felt more emphasis must be placed on the inservice portion. 
Edmonds et al. (1966) pointed out. 
The preservice education of teachers represents 
only a minor fraction of the time a person must 
spend in learning to become an effective teacher. 
These four or five years must be followed by in-
service education which lasts through-out the 
professional career of a teacher (p. 24). 
Willie and Glenn (1976) believed that it is impossible for the 
beginning teacher to be adequately prepared to meet all of the challenges 
of teaching because no preservice teacher education program can develop 
all the abilities and skills needed to perform in the classroom. Even 
the best preservice education program cannot fully prepare its graduates 
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for all the teaching situations they will encounter, Annis (1971) 
agreed. Because of the demands being made upon schools and upon people 
who are responsible for the quality of schools, Corey (1957) advanced 
that it is simply impractical to place full dependence upon preservice 
preparation. Neither can we rely on the initiative of the individual 
to better himself through inservice education. Edmonds et al. (1966) 
reflected all of these views when they said, "a college should never 
say, in effect, to a school system, 'Here is a teacher for you; he's 
all yours; our job in his preparation is completed*" (p. 71). 
In discussing change in methods and in technology of a teachers 
own subject area, Willie and Glenn (1976) emphasized that a teacher 
must keep up-to-date if he or she is to service the needs of society. 
Lierheimer (1966) observed that unless a beginning teacher continued 
to receive training even a well-prepared teacher lost ground quickly 
because of rapidly expanding advancements in substance and technology. 
Perhaps the best documentation of need for inservice education 
is in consulting professional educators themselves. In ISTE Report II, 
Joyce et al. (1976) reported that more than two-thirds of the 1016 pro­
fessional educators interviewed stated that inservice education was 
needed. The study revealed little difference among the professional 
groups represented in the interviews. Of the teachers interviewed, 
69 percent stated there was a need for inservice education; 66 percent 
of the school administrators, 65 percent of the college faculty, 70 
percent of the college administration, and 72 percent of the teacher 
organization representatives agreed. 
18 
A different sort of need became obvious when beginning teachers 
were not well-prepared. Critical shortages of vocational agricultural 
instructors in many states have resulted in the issuance of temporary 
teaching certificates. These expanded demands for certification. Finch 
(1969.) stated, have produced an increasing number of occupational teacher 
educators, supervisors, and administrators. Yet these persons must 
assume responsibility for developing inservice programs that upgrade 
the teachers' skills. 
Edmonds et al. (1966) firmly reinforced the need for inservice 
education because it is the most advantageous way of improving 
instruction. They believed that instructional improvement in our schools 
will be insignificant without inservice education. Agreeing that there 
is a need for inservice education, Swanson (1975) proposed that it is 
essential for the field of vocational education to fully embrace a pro­
fessional development concept if we expect to have adequate education 
programs in the 1980*s. 
Inservice education is not limited to education or technology. 
Nicholson et al. (1976) believed that as the political and social climate 
of the country changes, inservice education programs will become the 
primary vehicle for reflecting these changes in the school. 
Hass (1957) summarized the need for inservice education by stating: 
The importance of an adequate supply of educators 
who are constantly growing professionally should 
be viewed as (a) important to the children of 
America, (b) important to the professionalization 
of education, and (c) important to society and its 
future. This necessary national resource can only 
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be achieved and maintained through improved and 
expanded programs of both preservice and inservice 
education for all public school professional 
personnel (p. 34). 
Responsibility for Determining Purpose 
of Inservice Education 
No comprehensive studies were located in the literature which 
specifically identified who should be responsible for determining the 
purpose of inservice education. Many differing opinions were located. 
Five agencies or groups appeared in the literature as having a role in 
determining purpose: (1) local school district, (2) state department 
of education, (3) college or university, (4) professional organization, 
and (5) individual teacher. 
Mass (1957) placed most of the responsibility for inservice 
education on the school system when he listed the following purposes: 
1. Promote continuous improvement of the total professional 
staff of the school system; 
2. Give much needed help to teachers who are new in a particular 
school or new field of work within the profession; and 
3. Eliminate deficiencies in the background preparation of 
those teachers who do not have adequate preservice preparation. 
The local school system, according to Bottoms (1975), has a legal 
and ethical responsibility in involving educators and citizens in 
determining broad goals, policies, and procedures for local inservice 
programs. 
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Edmonds et al. (1966) stated that state departments of education 
have encouraged teachers to improve themselves professionally by 
enforcing certification and recertification requirements. 
According to Richey (1957), the most common approach to inservice 
education until recently has been the use of various kinds of profes­
sional credentials. This placed the teacher in a college or university 
as a student, usually working on an advanced degree. Nicholson et al. 
(1976) concluded that, "the college-based programs are too often under­
taken as an end in themselves and not in relation to the specific goals 
of improving the teacher's classroom performance" (p. 11). 
The responsibility of higher education institutions as suggested 
by Bottoms (1975) is to cooperate with individual educators and groups 
within the school system in defining goals and objectives. 
Nicholson et al. (1976) stated that although the professional 
organizations have a responsibility to determine purpose, they have 
been slow to develop guidelines. It is up to the professional organiza­
tion, according to Bottoms (1975), to convince members that a continuous 
inservice education program is a necessary part of the career of 
educators. 
Nicholson et al. (1976) pointed out that the teacher can be seen 
...as a self-motivated craftsman or professional 
who is interested in maintaining the currency 
of his skills and knowledge, either because 
what he is learning will be directly applicable 
in his classroom or simply because he wants to 
keep abreast of developments in his field for his 
own personal satisfaction (pp. 14, 15). 
21 
When teachers determined the purposes for their own inservice 
education, Kozoll (1972) believed they quite often saw themselves 
learning as much from others in the audience as from the person con­
ducting the session. Ainsworth (1976) added that teachers saw inservice 
programs as an opportunity to exchange practical information on tech­
niques with other teachers. 
According to Bush (1971), teachers are eager to accept the 
opportunity to study their own teaching and want to try to improve it. 
However, they want to be assured the results will not be shown to 
those in administration. 
Edelfelt and Lawrence (1975) summarized the existing situation by 
stating: 
There has never been a broad scheme of inservice 
education with a clear concept of purpose, appro­
priate undergirding of policy, legitimacy in 
commitment, and fixed responsibility for attaining 
agreed-upon goals (p. 16). 
It is apparent from the variety of opinions expressed that no one 
agency or group emerges as having fixed responsibility in determining 
the purpose of inservice education. 
Responsibility for Determining Content 
of Inservice Education 
Based on the literature, the responsibility for determining the 
content of inservice education appeared to be moving away from administra­
tors and university personnel to the individual teacher. Joyce et al. 
(1976) stated that higher education institutions are being scrutinized 
22 
as to their duties with inservice education. He added that curriculum 
supervisors are unpopular as inservice trainers, and principals are no 
longer seen as persons who know the teachers and their needs. 
Most educators, according to Mangieri and McWilliams (1976), conceded 
that successful inservice programs must involve the recipients in the 
planning. In reality, this involvement is more the exception than 
the rule. They continued that most of the inservice programs have been 
planned on the basis of two factors: 
1. The administrator's personal perceptions of the 
district's inservice needs, and 
2. The availability of resources at the local college 
of education level (p. 110). 
Lippitt and Fox (1971) agreed when they stated that the content of 
inservice education is preselected and preorganized by the trainer without 
the involvement of those who participate in the training. Currently, 
on-campus and many off-campus classes are not based on the assessed needs 
of teachers but rather on what the professor perceives those needs to 
be, according to Willie and Glenn (1976). 
Edelfelt and Lawrence (1975) commented that most studies on inservice 
education have been conducted by persons outside the local school system. 
They stated: 
The research on inservice education has been 
conducted largely by university personnel not 
school people. The pattern seems to have begun 
in the early days of American schools: The 
teacher and other school personnel were expected 
to stay close to the daily business of operating 
the schools, while others stood back to get a 
broad perspective on educational goals and 
approaches to improving the profession (p. 13). 
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Realizing that what is actually being done is different from what 
should be done, Schaaf (1959), Lingren (1948), and others recommended 
that an important, current, local problem relevant to those who will 
participate in the training should be the basis for planning inservice 
education activities. 
Edmonds et al. (1966) commented that \rtien teachers determine the 
content of their inservice education activities, they will identify 
needs which are non-personal rather than personal. The needs will 
focus upon the school, community, or other people rather than on the 
teacher himself. 
Bottoms (1975) suggested that the content of inservice education 
must take into account the needs of students, the performances expected 
of the students, as well as methods, professional standards, and new 
knowledge. These must then be translated into desired competencies, 
and the training must be individualized in terms of the competencies 
that each educator needs in order to improve his or her teaching. 
The professional organizations, as seen by Bottoms (1975), have 
a duty to help their members understand that participation in the 
determination of content for their own inservice programs is a profes­
sional responsibility. 
Bottoms (1975) explained that state departments of education, 
higher education institutions, and local school administrators have a 
responsibility to support teachers in determining the content of 
inservice education. The literature suggests, however, that the primary 
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responsibility for determining content of inservice education rests with 
the teachers individually and collectively. 
Responsibility for Determining Design 
and Delivery of Inservice Education 
It was suggested by many authors that local school systems, state 
departments of education, institutions of higher education, professional 
organizations, and business and industry all have a part in the designing 
and delivering of inservice education. Bottoms (1975) stated that local 
school systems and institutions of higher education are the primary 
deliverers of inservice education. 
Corey (1957) summarized for the National Society for the Study of 
Education that planned programs in inservice education are essential to 
adequate professional improvement of school personnel. Yet, many 
inservice education activities, according to Kozoll (1972), exist as an 
afterthought. "Inservice staff development is, too often, an appendage 
to, rather than an integral part of, daily activities" (p. 8). In a 
review of 97 studies located in the literature, Lawrence (1974) concluded: 
Teachers are more likely to benefit from inservice 
education activities that are linked to a general 
effort of the school than they are from 'single 
shot' programs that are not part of a general staff 
development plan (p. 15). 
Lawrence (1974) stated that colleges appear to have a very strong 
influence on inservice education. The college-based programs and a 
majority of the school-based programs were conducted by college personnel. 
One disadvantage pointed out by Willie and Glenn (1976) was that only a 
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small portion of the teachers within a college's service area were being 
served by the college program. 
Lippitt and Fox (1971) suggested that the trend is away from 
relying upon campus courses and summer institutes for inservice education. 
They further stated not all of the qualified instructors for inservice 
education activities are located at the university. They continued: 
Most inservice education activities should be 
carried on within a setting in which the people 
who work together have an opportunity to learn 
together. This is likely to be in the local 
school building, within the school system, or in 
a setting where the appropriate staff members 
can retreat for concentrated work together. It 
is not likely to be on the college campus (p. 140). 
In opposition, Howsam (1974) believed that inservice teacher 
education should be based on campus, but be field-oriented. He stated 
that to be relevant, the training must be oriented toward the interests 
of the field. Yet he felt the discipline and rigor of the academic 
community were necessary to improve professionalism. He cautioned that 
field-based education alone might concentrate on present needs and 
neglect future planning and technology. 
In the comparison of college-based programs with school-based 
programs, Lawrence (1974) in a recent review of research on inservice 
education found some interesting differences: 
1. School-based inservice programs concerned with 
complex teacher behaviors tend to have a greater 
success in accomplishing their objectives than 
do college-based programs dealing with complex 
behaviors (p. 18). 
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2. Teacher attitudes are more likely to be 
influenced in school-based than in college-
based inservice programs (p. 9). 
3. School-based programs in which teachers 
participate as helpers to each other and 
planners of inservice activities tend to have 
greater success in accomplishing their objec­
tives than do programs which are conducted 
by college or other outside personnel without 
the assistance of teachers (p. 11). 
4. School-based inservice programs that emphasize 
self-instruction by teachers have a strong 
record of effectiveness...(p. 12). 
Edmonds et al. (1966) described a teacher as a person possessing 
certain attitudes, knowledge, and skills. He continued. 
Each teacher possesses competencies in varying 
degrees in relationship to other teachers; 
therefore, in order for a program of education 
to affect each teacher, it must be designed to 
provide for each individual (p. 31). 
The three propositions which follow were all supported by Lawrence's 
study (1974) and concurred with Edmonds and others on providing for 
the individual teacher. 
1. Inservice education programs that have 
differentiated training experiences for 
different teachers (that is, individualized) 
are more likely to accomplish their objec­
tives than are programs that have common 
activities for all participants (p. 14). 
2. Teachers are more likely to benefit from 
inservice programs in which they can choose 
goals and activities for themselves, as 
contrasted with programs in which the goals 
and activities are preplanned (p. 15). 
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3. Self-initiated and self-directed training 
activities are seldom used in inservice 
education programs, but this pattern is 
associated with successful accomplishment 
of program goals (p. 15). 
Lawrence (1974), in his study, found that when teachers participated 
in the design and delivery of inservice education programs, the programs 
were more successful. His study concluded: 
1. Inservice education programs that place the 
teacher in (an) active role (constructing and 
generating materials, ideas and behavior) are 
more likely to accomplish their objectives than 
are programs that place the teacher in a recep­
tive role (accepting ideas and behavior prescrip­
tions not of his or her own making) (p. 14). 
2. Inservice education programs in which teachers 
share and provide mutual assistance to each 
other are more likely to accomplish their 
objectives than are programs in which each 
teacher does separate work (p. 15). 
3. Inservice education programs that emphasize 
demonstrations, supervised trials and feedback 
are more likely to accomplish their goals than 
are programs in which the teachers are expected 
to store up ideas and behavior prescriptions 
for a future time (p. 14). 
In discussing who should be involved in the delivery of inservice 
education, Rubin (1959) recommended that experienced, superior teachers 
must be involved to a greater extent in the growth activities of their 
colleagues. He put it best "...a practicing teacher is the best possible 
trainer of teachers" (p. 9). 
Books have been the primary tool in preservice education, but 
research studies have shown they are seldom used in inservice education. 
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Lawrence (1974) reported that only 12 percent of the studies included 
in his review referred to books as being used in inservice education. 
Teacher centers were suggested by Howey (1976a) as a method of 
delivering inservice education. He defined a teacher center as follows: 
Centers are characterized by an informal, non-
evaluative environment which provides ready access 
to a variety of homemade materials and teaching 
tools. They are often staffed by teachers or per­
sons visible to and familiar with the classroom 
setting. Activities take their form through a basic 
responsiveness to the teachers' own definition of 
their needs. Numerous vacant classrooms contribute 
as facilities to accomodate teacher centers (p. 103). 
Nicholson et al. (1976) pointed out that the American Federation of 
Teachers and the National Education Association have proposed alternative 
versions of teacher-run teacher centers unlike those currently being 
used. 
There were many different methods of delivering inservice education 
found in the literature. The most complete list was compiled by the 
National Education Association in 1966. This list of nineteen types 
was found in ISTE Report III (1976): 
Classes and courses, institutes, conferences, 
workshops, staff meetings, committee work, 
professional reading, individual conferences, 
visits and demonstrations by outside parties, 
field trips, travel, camping, work experience, 
teacher exchanges, research, professional 
writing, professional association work, cultural 
experiences, and community organization work (p. 5). 
The sabbatical is a type of delivery of inservice education most 
common on the university and college level as opposed to the local 
school level according to Nicholson et al. (1976). They found. 
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however, that a report from Great Britain concluded a sabbatical was 
essential for local school teachers: 
All teachers in schools...should be entitled to 
release with pay for inservice education and train­
ing on a scale equivalent to not less than one 
school term (say, 12 weeks) in every seven years of 
service and, as soon as possible, the entitlement 
should be increased to one term in five years, and 
the entitlement should be written into teachers' 
contracts of service (p. 15). 
Although there were many different methods of designing and 
delivering inservice education found in the literature, the functions 
of local school systems and institutions of higher education were 
predominant. Bottoms (1975) summarized their functions: 
Local school systems have a greater responsibility 
for providing inservice education that has educa­
tion improvement as its primary objective whereas 
institutions of higher education have a greater 
responsibility for inservice education that com­
bines education improvement with graduate programs 
(pp. 42-43). 
Governance of Inservice Education 
Articles which dealt with agencies or groups cooperating to provide 
inservice education were almost non-existent in the literature. Two 
publications—Governance by Consortium, Hansen (1974), and Rethinking 
Inservice Education, Edelfelt and Johnson (1975)—dealt with governance 
comprehensively. Remaining literature contained descriptions of particu­
lar programs. 
Edmonds et al. (1966) were concerned because so many institutions 
and organizations are involved in inservice education that coordination 
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has become a problem. So many different groups providing inservice help 
for the educational profession has often resulted in total confusion. 
Worthington (1975) challenged that: 
Inservice personnel development requires a cooperative 
effort between federal and state government, state and 
local education agencies, colleges and universities, 
schools, teacher organizations, community groups, busi­
ness, industry and labor. This cooperative effort 
requires flexibility of all constituent groups and should 
not be controlled by any one group, even if that group 
controls the purse strings (p. 25). 
School systems and institutions of higher education control most 
of the present resources for inservice education, according to Nicholson 
et al. (1976). The funding power rests with the state education agencies 
and United States Office of Education. Teachers individually are 
powerless, but in a group they can be influential. Community members 
have a voice since they pay the school bills. Nicholson et al. (1976) 
explained, "The rational basis for role allocation operates in such a 
way that agencies get together and consider their proper role, rational­
izing these and making plans to fulfill them" (p. 40). 
Unnecessary power struggles between systems and organizations were 
the concern of Howey (1976a). He believed that the struggles could be 
avoided if a clear, conceptual framework existed to direct negotiations 
and decision making. 
According to Nicholson et al. (1976), institutions are gradually 
moving toward cooperating with one another, voluntarily, or because 
it is mandated on the federal or state level. 
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In narrowing the agencies or groups down to two, Meade (1971) 
stated: 
The present state of affairs suggests that we have 
as yet been unable to resolve a crucial issue: 
should the teacher assume responsibility for his 
own professional growth or should the system? 
Although it would be easy to make a case for shared 
responsibility, the fact remains that if we wish to 
guarantee quality teaching, the guarantee must be 
made good by one party or the other. Ultimately, 
in other words, either the individual must decide 
for himself whether he has adequate competence and 
then do what is required to bring, himself up to par, 
or the organization—the school—must judge his com­
petence and provide the necessary corrective measures. 
Systems as represented by pupils, parents, the 
public, teachers, and school leaders, which must 
set standards of performance as well as provide the 
incentive and opportunity for their realization... 
require that school systems afford teachers an 
adequate opportunity for professional development 
and that teachers respect the necessary limitations 
on the provisions which can be made (p. 216). 
Swanson (1975) projected it will be necessary to link inservice 
education and preservice education in order to have relevant teacher 
education programs in the 1980's. He stated, "The credibility of both 
inservice and preservice education is diminished if they are not linked 
together in institutions having a central commitment to vocational 
education" (p. 18). 
In discussing the governance of inservice education, Lippitt and 
Fox C1971) observed that the major responsibility had been delegated 
to colleges and universities. Nicholson et al. (1976) pointed out that 
the higher education institutions have the resources and expertise 
necessary for preservice and inservice education. 
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Edmonds et al. (1966), DeVault (1974), and others predicted that 
the line separating preservice from inservice education will be blurred, 
and inservice education will become a bona fide component of teacher 
education. Edmonds et al. (1966) added that for this to be accomplished 
inservice education programs must be strengthened. 
In order for inservice education to become as effective as the 
preservice component, Willie and Glenn (1976) contended it must be 
incorporated into the "in-load" assignment of college and university 
professors. 
Piltz (1964) noted that the local school should play a vital role 
in providing inservice education. The school must provide a variety 
of situations to help the professional staff improve, keep current, and 
try new methods and activities to help students learn. Dillon (1974) 
contended : 
If we're really going to improve the quality of 
education for students, it's going to be through 
improving the effectiveness of staff members who 
work with them. This means the superintendent and 
the board have to commit themselves through overt 
actions—budgetary considerations specifically for 
staff development, and human resources and time 
where necessary (jp. 137). 
In defense of the school district providing funds for inservice 
education, Worthington (1975) noted the position taken in 1973 by 
the National Education Association: Inservlce education should be 
financed by the school district. Willie and Glenn (1976) concurred 
when they stated, "Continuing education must be accepted as a 
function parallel to undergraduate and graduate education and 
administrators must commit appropriate resources to it" (p. 258). 
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The state departments of education, according to Edmonds et al. 
(1966)^ are in a legal position to provide leadership for the growth 
and development of teacher education programs at preservice and in-
service levels. They also have a strategic relationship with both 
the college and the school system. Kitts (1971) agreed that super­
visors and consultants, in the state departments of education, are 
responsible for the professional improvement of the staff under their 
direction. 
Edmonds et al. (1966) stated that many professional organizations 
accept the responsibility for the inservice education of their member­
ship. The Iowa Vocational Agricultural Teacher's Association (IVATA) 
is a case in point. In the organization's program of work (1976-77), 
there were two committees which functioned in the inservice capacity. 
The first was the instructional materials committee. This committee 
searched for valuable teaching materials, and made them available to 
the agricultural instructors on an economical basis. The second 
committee was the preservice and inservice education committee. This 
committee cooperated with Iowa State University, area community colleges. 
Extension Service, and industry in setting up educational programs to 
improve agricultural education instruction. 
Limited resources for inservice education was a concern voiced 
by Wilson (1974). The solution she suggested was statewide coordination 
of inservice education programs. 
The governance of inservice education cited thus far omits an 
important group. Nicholson et al. (1976) concluded there were certain 
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needs for professional development that could be understood and fulfilled 
best by the teacher. Edmonds et al. (1966) contended that individual 
teachers were responsible for their inservice education; however, the 
school has a minor role in directing and focusing their professional 
growth. Selden and Darland (1972) believed that the responsibility for 
governance of inservice education should be controlled by the teachers, 
although some advisory input from other interested parties would be 
beneficial. Schumann (1976), Evans and Terry (1971), and others 
emphasized that the responsibility for inservice education rested with 
each individual teacher. 
On the question of governance, Nicholson et al. (1976) issued a 
challenge: "What are needed are new partnerships, new arrangements 
whereby the school and university share responsibility for inservice 
education" (p. 12). The literature suggested that the individual 
teacher should also be included in this partnership. 
Summary 
The review of literature related to this study established that 
inservice education was needed for professional educators. The ultimate 
purpose in inservice education as pointed out by the literature was to 
improve the education for the student. It has been cited that: the local 
school systems, state departments of education, institutions of higher 
education, professional organizations, business and industry, and 
individual teachers each have some part in planning, presenting, and 
evaluating inservice education programs. 
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The literature revealed there were many differing opinions 
on just how much responsibility each of the involved agencies or groups 
should have in providing inservice education. There was agreement 
among authors that an organizational structure was needed if inservice 
education was to be beneficial in the future. Authors also concurred 
on the need for a cooperative effort by each of the agencies and groups 
involved in inservice education. 
In reference to education and its lack of structure, DeVore 
(1971) stated: 
John Goodlad reminds us, education is probably the 
only large-scale enterprise that does not provide 
for the systematic updating of the skills and abilities 
of its employees. Teachers are generally on their 
own in updating their skills with little in their 
preservice background to prepare them for continual 
learning and growth (p. 1). 
The literature provided examples of many different approaches in 
governing and providing inservice education; however, few research 
studies were located. Nicholson et al. (1976) summarized: 
A review of the general literature of inservice 
education and of the past reviews of research 
and literature on the subject leads one inexorably 
to the conclusion that inservice teacher education 
programs in the future must be quite different from 
those of the past (p. 23). 
Based upon the literature, a study to determine the roles and 
responsibilities of selected agencies and groups in providing inservice 
education for vocational agricultural instructors in Iowa seemed 
appropriate at this time. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
Population of the Study 
The population for this study was limited to personnel from eight 
agencies or groups who were or who might be responsible for providing 
inservice education for vocational agriculture instructors in Iowa. 
Three criteria were used to identify the eight agencies or groups to 
be included in the study. Those agencies or groups to be included: 
1. were cited in the literature related to inservice education. 
2. were delegated by law to provide inservice education services 
to teachers. 
3. have had historical or present involvement as assessed by the 
Head of the Agricultural Education Department and the inservice 
education coordinator for vocational agriculture instructors 
at Iowa State University. 
The personnel from each of the agencies or groups were limited to the 
state of Iowa. The eight agencies or groups included in the study are 
identified below: 
1. Vocational Agriculture Instructors 
2. Agricultural Industry Personnel 
3. Local School District Administration 
4. Iowa State University College of Agriculture Department Heads 
5. Area Education Agency Professional Development Specialists 
6. Area Extension Directors 
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7. State Extension Specialists—Iowa State University 
8. Area Community/Technical College Agriculture Department Heads 
Sample of the Study 
The sançle populations were determined by using three different 
procedures depending on the nature of the agency or group to be included 
in the study. The three procedures used were: 
1. Surveyed the entire population. 
2. Selected only those personnel in the agencies or groups who 
had a direct or indirect relationship with agriculture. 
3. Generated a set of random numbers which was used to select a 
sample population from the total population. 
A short description of the procedure utilized to select the sample 
for each of the eight agencies or groups follows. 
Area Extension Directors : Since there were only twelve Area 
Extension Directors in the state of Iowa, all twelve were sent 
questionnaires. 
Area Community/Technical College Agriculture Chairmen; All fifteen 
area community/technical college agriculture chairmen were included in 
the study. 
Agricultural Industry Personnel: A directory of Officials and 
Representatives of Agencies and Groups directly or indirectly involved 
in agriculture in Iowa was used to select the agricultural industry 
personnel to be used in the study. The current coordinator of inser­
vice education for vocational agriculture instructors in Iowa and the 
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Head of the Agricultural Education Department at Iowa State University 
selected fifteen agencies or groups from the list who had cooperated 
in providing inservice education for vocational agriculture instructors 
in the past. 
Iowa State University College of Agriculture Department Chairmen: 
The Iowa State University College of Agriculture Department Chairmen 
were selected by the inservice education coordinator for vocational 
agriculture instructors in Iowa and the Head of the Agricultural Educa­
tion Department at Iowa State University. The original list of the 
College of Agriculture department chairman was used to select nine 
who had a direct relationship with the vocational agriculture instruc­
tors in Iowa. Because of the arrangement of departments in the College 
of Agriculture at Iowa State University, the investigator and his major 
professor felt only those chairmen directly or indirectly related to 
production or industry agriculture should be included. 
Area Education Agency Professional Development Specialist; The 
Area Education Agency professional development specialists were iden­
tified by using a roster provided by the curriculum and professional 
development specialist of the Heartland Area Education Agency located 
in Ankeny, Iowa. The area education agencies not having a person 
specifically assigned to that position were assigned the best substi­
tute as identified by the specialist in the Heartland center. All 
fifteen area education agencies were included in the study. 
Vocational Agriculture Instructors and Local School District 
Administrators ; These two groups will be described together because 
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the instructors and administrators were paired in order to compare 
their responses. A stratified random sample of eighty-two instructors 
and seventy-five administrators was selected to participate in the 
study. The school districts in Iowa were grouped by area education 
agency boundaries by alphabetical order. Each school district was 
assigned a consecutive number within that particular area. A set of 
random numbers was generated by the Iowa State University computation 
center. School districts were selected by using the set of random 
numbers. The instructors and administrators were stratified by area 
in order to get comparisons by area across the state. Five school 
districts were selected from each area on the basis of two criteria: 
1. The school district had a vocational agriculture program. 
2. The school administrator had responded to an April, 1977, 
questionnaire regarding attitudes toward inservice education. 
(The questionnaire was a part of other research being con­
ducted by the Department of Professional Studies, Iowa State 
University.) It was necessary to use this criteria so that 
a comparison could be made between attitudes of administrators 
and attitudes of vocational agriculture instructors. 
If a school district met both of these criteria, it was included in 
the study. 
State Extension Specialists; The 1976 University Extension 
directory, Iowa State Universtiy, was used to get a total list of 
state extension specialists. The personnel directly related to agri­
culture were assigned consecutive numbers and a set of random numbers 
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generated by the Iowa State University computation center was used to 
select a sample of fifteen. 
There were a total of 238 questionnaires sent out. In the case 
of everyone except the vocational agriculture instructors, the indi­
vidual receiving the questionnaire was encouraged to ask the opinion 
of others on the staff in order to get a representative opinion of the 
agency or group. 
Development of the Questionnaire 
Two questionnaires were developed for the study. The questionnaire 
(Appendix B) included the following divisions : 
Part I - Academic and Biographic Data 
Part la - Inservice Education Attitude Survey 
Part II - Responsibility of Agencies and Groups in Regard to 
Inservice Education 
Part III - Specific Attitudes Toward Location, Purpose, and 
Financing of Inservice Education 
Part IV - Models of Organizational Structure for Providing 
Inservice Education 
With the exception of Part la, the questionnaire was developed by 
the investigator. Part la was located in the literature by the 
investigator and permission was obtained from the author^ to use it in 
this study. Nine of the thirty-four questions in the original 
Brimm, Jack L. and Daniel J. Tollett, University of Tennessee, 
granted permission to use the survey by telephone. The survey was 
located in Educational Leadership 31:522. March, 1974. 
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questionnaire were omitted from this study because they had little 
relevance to vocational agriculture instructors. 
Members of the investigator's graduate committee provided valuable 
assistance in finalizing the questionnaire. Several graduate students 
having previous employment as vocational agriculture instructors were 
asked to fill out the questionnaire in order to detect difficulties. 
After testing with the graduate students and committee members, a 
final copy was prepared and the questionnaire was printed and numbered 
for identification purposes. 
Two different questionnaires were assembled: one for the 
vocational agriculture instructors and one for the other seven 
agencies or groups included in the study. The questionnaires varied 
only in the academic and biographic data collected and in Part la, 
which was included only for vocational agriculture instructors. 
Information on Part la was already available from the school 
administrators' group through another Iowa State University research 
project. 
Collection of Data 
A mail survey was used to collect the data for this study. The 
following procedure was used; 
1. Five separate cover letters (Appendix A) were drafted 
explaining the significance of the study and directions for 
completing and returning the questionnaire. A cover letter, 
questionnaire, and return envelope were sent on May 18, 1977, 
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to 238 individuals selected from eight agencies or groups 
included in the study. 
2. A follow-up letter (Appendix A) encouraging nonrespondents to 
complete the questionnaire was mailed to the vocational agri­
culture instructors and school administrators on June 7, 1977. 
Another questionnaire and return envelope was included for 
the convenience of the respondent. 
3. A telephone call was placed to those nonrespondents in the 
remaining six agencies or groups in the study. Area Education 
Agency personnel were phoned on May 27, 1977. Individuals 
from remaining agencies or groups were called the week of 
June 20, 1977. The investigator encouraged the participant 
to complete the questionnaire and return it. A questionnaire 
was mailed to those who had misplaced the original questionnaire. 
A summary of the responses by agency or group is presented in 
Table 1. Of the 238 questionnaires mailed, 202 were returned—a 
response rate of 84.9 percent. If a respondent failed to answer a 
question, the response was coded "blank". 
A five-digit number was assigned to each person and placed on the 
questionnaire mailed to the participants selected for the study. The 
first two digits referred to the area of the state in which the person 
was located. The third digit indicated the agency or group the person 
represented. The fourth and fifth digits were an individual number 
for each person within the agency or group. These numbers were used 
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Table 1. Rate of questionnaire response by sample groups 
Agency or group Number mailed Number returned Percent 
School administrators 75 70 93.3 
Vocational agriculture 
instructors 
82 64 78.0 
Area extension directors 12 11 91.7 
I. S. U. College of Agriculture 
department heads 
9 9 100.0 
Area education agency 15 12 80.0 
Agricultural industry 15 10 66.7 
Area community/technical 
college 
15 14 93.3 
State extension specialists 15 12 80.0 
Total 238 202 84.9 
to monitor the responses of each group and to identify the data from 
each respondent on the data analysis cards. 
Analysis of Data 
The data were analyzed by using the following procedures: 
1. A coding system was developed and all items on the questionnaire 
were coded. 
2. As questionnaires were coded they were inspected for missing 
data. All missing items on the questionnaire were coded as 
blanks. 
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3. After coding was completed, the data were key-punched on IBM 
cards and verified for accuracy by Iowa State University 
Computation Center personnel. 
4. The system of computer programs known as SPSS (Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences) was used in selecting the 
statistical techniques used in summarizing and analyzing the 
data. 
5. Descriptive statistics—frequencies, means, variances, and 
contingency tables—were used to summarize the academic and 
biographic data. 
6. Ifean rankings were computed on the items which were ranked 
by the respondents. 
7. A one-way analysis of variance was used to test for significant 
differences among the agencies or groups on each of the items 
rated by the respondents. 
8. The Scheffé test, as described by Nie et al. (1975, pp. 427-
428) was used as a post hoc test to detect the differences 
between group means. 
9. A paired t-test was utilized to detect differences between 
the vocational agriculture instructor and his or her school 
administrator in analyzing the attitude survey on inservice 
education. The formula used was : ^ _ d - 6 U — —— • 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
The Findings and Discussion Chapter is presented in five sections: 
1. Description of Agencies and Groups Sampled 
2. Comparisons of Attitudes Towards Inservice Education 
Between Vocational Agriculture Instructors and School 
Administrators 
3. Ratings of the Degree of Responsibility Agencies or Groups 
Have in Regard to Inservice Education 
4. Ratings of Specific Attitudes Toward Location, Purpose, 
and Financing of Inservice Education 
5. Ratings of Models of Organizational Structure for Providing 
Inservice Education 
Description of Agencies and Groups Sampled 
Selected academic and biographic data were collected from the 
participants in the study in order to describe those sampled. It 
was determined prior to the construction of the questionnaire that 
several demographic factors could influence the participants' responses. 
To verify that the sample of vocational agriculture instructors included 
a cross section of as many of those characteristics as possible, more 
information was asked of the vocational agriculture instructors as 
compared to the participants selected from the other agencies or 
groups. 
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The data in Table 2 suggested that the sample of vocational 
agriculture instructors included a representative cross section by 
age and years of teaching experience. 
Table 2. Means and standard deviations for age and years teaching 
experience for vocational agriculture instructors 
Category Mean S. D. Range 
Age 33.78 10.94 . 22-63 
Years teaching experience 9.83 9.02 1-28 
Years in present system 7.43 7.57 1-28 
In order to describe the vocational agriculture instructors' 
educational background, type of instructional program presently teach­
ing, and professional organization affiliation, the categories in 
Table 3 were included in the academic and biographic data. 
The 64 instructors included in the study came from 59 different 
vocational agriculture departments. Five of the departments had two 
instructors. The data reflected 47 instructors were graduates of Iowa 
State University and 17 graduated from other institutions. 
Participants from other agencies or groups included in the study 
were asked to indicate their present positions. Only four of the seven 
groups had variations in the type of position held. School administra­
tors were represented by 61 superintendents, seven principals, and two 
curriculum or professional development specialists. Area education 
agency personnel were represented by six inservice education directors 
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Table 3. Characteristics of vocational agriculture instructors 
participating in the study 
Category Number Percent 
Type of program 
Day class 6 9.4 
Day class and adult 58 90.6 
Total 64 100.0 
Single instructor 54 84.4 
Multiple instructor 10_ 15.6 
Total 64 100.0 
Most recent degree earned from 
Iowa State University 47 73.4 
Other institution ^ 26.6 
Total 64 100.0 
Degree earned 
Bachelor of Science 46 71.9 
Master of Science 1^ 28.1 
Total 64 100.0 
Degree desired 
Master of Science 30 46.9 
Doctor of Philosophy 3 4.7 
No further degrees planned 31 48.4 
Total 64 100.0 
Professional organization affiliation 
IVATA, NVATA 54 84.4 
I VA, AVA 54 84.4 
ISEA, NEA 49 76.6 
Type of teaching certificate held 
Temporary 4 6.2 
Professional 43 67.2 
Permanent professional }J_ 26.6 
Total 64 100.0 
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and six curriculum or professional development specialists. The 
categories were not appropriate for agricultural industry personnel. 
The varying titles indicated, however, that all were employed in 
positions that would allow them to understand the industry's respon­
sibility and involvement in providing inservice education for 
vocational agriculture instructors. The area community/technical 
college personnel were all from agriculture departments. Eleven of 
the fourteen indicated they were agricultural department heads, and 
three indicated the title of program coordinator. The Iowa State 
University College of Agriculture department heads and state and 
extension personnel all checked the specific categories available 
on the questionnaire. 
Tenure for those participants classified as other agencies or 
groups is summarized in Table 4. 
It was noted in Table 4 that the participants were distributed 
across all age categories with 37 percent of the respondents having 
over nine years of experience in their present position. 
The vocational agriculture instructors were asked to rate 
themselves as to their involvement in inservice education activities. 
The participants representing the other agencies or groups were asked 
to rate their respective agency or group as to its involvement in 
providing inservice education activities for vocational agriculture 
instructors. The numbers and percentages by agency or group were 
tabulated and arranged in the following three tables : Table 5— 
Table 4. Tenure in the present position for those participants other than vocational agriculture 
instructors 
Years School 
adm. 
Area ext. 
directors 
ISU ag. 
dept. 
heads 
AEA Ag. 
indus try 
Area 
com./tech. 
ag. heads 
State 
ext. 
spec. 
Total 
0-1 8 * 1 1 1 0 1 0 12 
11.4 9.1 11.1 8.3 0.0 7.1 0.0 8.7 
1-3 10 0 1 8 2 2 1 24 
14.3 0.0 11.1 66.7 20.0 14.3 8.3 17.4 
3-5 18 0 3 0 2 3 0 26 
25.7 0.0 33.3 0.0 20.0 21.4 0.0 18.8 
5-7 6 0 1 0 2 4 1 14 
8.6 0.0 11.1 0.0 20.0 28.6 8.3 10.1 
7-9 5 3 1 1 0 1 0 11 
7.1 27.3 11.1 8.3 0.0 7.1 0.0 8.0 
Over 9 23 7 2 2 4 3 10 51 
32.9 63.6 22.2 16.7 40.0 21.4 83.3 37.0 
Total 70 11 9 12 10 14 12 138 
50.7 8.0 6.5 8.7 7.2 10.1 8.7 100.0 
^Number 
Percent. 
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Involvement in Planning; Table 6—Involvement in Presenting; Table 7— 
Involvement in Evaluating. 
The data in tables 5, 6, and 7 indicated there was little 
involvement from any of the agencies or groups in planning, presenting, 
and evaluating inservice education activities for vocational agricul­
ture instructors in Iowa. In Table 5, 80.8 percent of the participants 
in the study indicated they had never or had seldom been involved in 
planning inservice education. When asked if they presented inservice 
education to vocational agriculture instructors, 85.3 percent indicated 
that they never or seldom did, while 76.2 percent never or seldom were 
involved in evaluating inservice education activities. The area educa­
tion agency personnel's high percentages (75.0, 75.0, 66.7 respectively) 
indicating they never were involved in planning, presenting, and eval­
uating inservice education activities could have been related to the 
fact that they were relatively new to Iowa's educational system. 
It was noted that 20.5 percent of the state extension specialists 
indicated their agency has often been involved in planning inservice 
education activities for vocational agriculture instructors. Five 
state extension specialists (41.7 percent) were often involved in 
presenting inservice education while six specialists (50.0 percent) 
seldom were involved. None of the specialists indicated their agency 
was often involved in evaluation. These data present an interesting 
situation. The state extension specialists are actively involved in 
presenting inservice education to vocational agriculture instructors; 
however, they are seldom involved in the planning and evaluation. 
Table 5. Agency or group's involvement in planning inservice education for vocational agriculture 
instructors 
Response School Vo-ag. Area ext. ISU ag. Area Ag. Area State Total 
adm. Inst. directors dept. edu. industry com. / tech. ext. 
heads agency ag. heads spec. 
Never 28 * 33 1 2 9 3 1 2 79 
41.2 53.2 9.1 22.2 75.0 30.0 7.1 16.7 39.9 
Seldom 24 24 7 3 2 7 7 7 81 
35.3 38.7 63.6 33.3 16.7 70.0 50.0 58.3 40.9 
Often 13 5 3 2 1 0 6 3 33 
19.1 8.1 27.3 22.2 8.3 0.0 42.9 25.0 16.7 
Always 3 0 0 2 0 0 0- 0 5 
4.4 0.0 0.0 22.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 
Total 68 62 11 9 12 10 14 12 198 
34.3 31.3 5.6 4.5 6.1 5.1 7.1 6.1 100.0 
^Number 
percent. 
Table 6. Agency or group's involvement in presenting inservice education for vocational agriculture 
instructors 
Response School Vo-ag. Area ext. ISU ag. Area Ag. Area State Total 
adm. inst. directors dept. edu. industry com./tech. ext. 
heads agency ag. heads spec. 
Never 32 * 43 0 1 9 4 2 1 92 
47.8 69.4 0.0 11.1 75.0 40.0 14.3 8.3 46.7 
Seldom 26 15 8 5 2 6 8 6 76 
38.8 24.2 72.7 55.6 16.7 60.0 57.1 50.0 38.6 
Often 6 4 3 2 1 0 4 5 25 
9.0 6.4 27.3 22.2 8.3 0.0 28.6 41.7 12.7 
Always 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 
4.5 0.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 
Total 67 62 11 9 12 10 14 12 197 
34.0 31.5 5.6 4.6 6.1 5.1 7.1 6.1 100.0 
dumber 
percent• 
Table 7. Agency or group's involvement in evaluating inservice education for vocational agriculture 
instructors 
Response School 
adm. 
Vo-ag. 
inst. 
Area ext. 
directors 
ISU ag. 
dept. 
heads 
Area 
edu. 
agency 
Ag. 
industry 
Area 
com./tech. 
ag. heads 
State 
ext. 
spec. 
Total 
Never 30 a 17 3 5 8 8 4 7 82 
44.8 27.0 27.3 55.6 66.7 80.0 28.6 58.3 41.4 
Seldom 25 18 8 1 2 2 8 5 69 
37.3 28.6 72.7 11.1 16.7 20.0 57.1 41.7 34.8 
Often 9 21 0 3 2 0 2 0 37 
13.4 33.3 0.0 33.3 16.7 0.0 14.3 0.0 18.7 
Always 3 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 
4.5 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.1 
Total 67 63 11 9 12 10 14 12 198 
33.8 31.8 5.6 4.5 6.1 5.1 7.1 6.1 100.0 
Number 
percent. 
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Vocational agriculture instructors were also asked to indicate their 
attendance at inservice education activities. Only 31.1 percent (20) 
indicated they never or seldom attended inservice education activities, 
while 65.6 percent (42) indicated they often were in attendance. 
Comparisons of Attitudes Towards Inservice 
Education Between Vocational Agriculture 
Instructors and School Administrators 
One of the objectives of this study was to determine if there were 
significant differences in the attitudes towards inservice education 
between the vocational agriculture instructor and his or her school 
administrator. The means, standard deviations, and paired t-values 
are presented in Table 8. 
Vocational agriculture instructors and their administrators agreed 
that teachers should be involved in the development of purposes, activ­
ities, and methods of evaluation for inservice programs (Question 5). 
They also agreed that inservice education activities must allow for 
different interests among individual teachers (Question 22). There 
was agreement that one of the most important ways to judge the effec­
tiveness of an inservice education program is whether the teacher uses 
the results of the training in the classroom (Question 6). Instructors 
and administrators both felt the primary purpose of inservice education 
was to upgrade the teachers' classroom performance (Question 17). 
Vocational agriculture instructors agreed with their administrators 
that inservice education programs should not be scheduled as three-hour 
sessions at night (Question 25). School administrators more strongly 
Table 8. Means, standard deviations, and paired t-values for inservice education attitude survey 
comparisons between the vocational agriculture Instructor and his or her school 
administrator* 
Question Ag« Instructor 
Mean S.D. 
School adm. 
Mean S.D. 
t-value 
1. A teacher should receive inservice credit 
for professional reading. 3.13 1.09 
2. The implementation of innovations presented 
in inservice programs is often a function of 
the support received from school administrators. 2.36 0.92 
3. If more teachers were involved in planning 
Inservice programs, teacher commitment to 
them would be greater. 2.40 0.97 
4. A teacher should receive inservice credit 
for professional writing. 2.81 0.94 
5. Teachers need to be involved in the development 
of purposes, activities, and methods of evalua­
tion for inservice programs. 2.06 0.75 
6. One of the most important ways to judge the 
effectiveness of an inservice program is 
whether the teacher uses the results of the 
training in the classroom. 1.85 0.89 
7. A teacher should receive inservice credit 
for travel. 3.08 1.10 
3.70 0.93 
1.98 0.72 
2.38 0.99 
3.57 1.03 
1.98 0.64 
1.74 0.74 
3.52 1.02 
3.08** 
2.24* 
0.11 
4.23** 
0.55 
0.68  
1.88 
8. Inservice education should relate directly to 
problems encountered in the classroom. 
9. A teacher should receive inservice credit 
for participation in a graduate course at 
a university. 
10. Many inservice activities do not appear 
relevant to any felt needs of the teacher. 
11. Most inservice activities should be carried 
on within the school in which the teacher 
works. 
12. More inservice activities should be 
scheduled during the school day. 
13. Most inservice programs are virtually 
useless. 
14. One of the most motivating inservice 
activities is an opportunity to become 
acquainted with new teaching practices 
or innovative programs. 
15. Transfer of concepts presented and skills 
taught in inservice programs to the problems 
of daily classroom life and school operations 
is minimal. 
*Data based on 53 pairs. 
*Significant at .05. 
**Significant at .01. 
2.06 0.97 2.47 0.93 2.49* 
2.36 0.96 2.51 1.19 0.77 
3.00 1.11 2.64 0.98 1.72 
3.47 0.91 2.19 0.90 7.59** 
2.60 1.08 3.11 1.12 2.25* 
3.94 0.77 4.21 0.74 2.04* 
1.94 0.66 2.26 0.76 2.35* 
3.42 0.87 3.34 0.90 0.42 
Table 8. Continued 
Question 
16. Teachers should receive some release time 
for inservlce education. 
17. The primary purpose of Inservlce Is to upgrade 
the teacher's classroom performance. 
18. Most Inservlce programs do not seem well-
planned. 
19. A teacher should receive Inservlce credit 
for research. 
20. Our inservlce programs seem to suffer from 
a lack of financial support needed to carry 
them out. 
21. Teachers should have the opportunity to select 
the kind of Inservice activities which they 
feel will strengthen their professional 
compe tence. 
22. Inservlce programs must Include activities 
which allow for the different Interests which 
exist among individual teachers. 
23. Most inservlce programs arise from a study of 
the needs and problems of teachers. 
Ag. Instructor School adm. t-value 
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 
1.66 
1.94 
3.74 
2.69 
3.02 
1.85 
1.96 
2.60 
0.62 
0.73 
0.71 
0.86 
0.72 
0.74 
0.71 
0.72 
2.08 
1.81 
3.40 
3.43 
3.64 
2.17 
2.02 
2.49 
0.83 
0.69 
0.95 
1.04 
1.02 
0 . 6 1  
0.57 
0 .82  
2.94** 
1 .22  
2.20* 
3.85** 
3.74** 
2.39* 
0.54 
0.80 
24. Most teachers do not like to attend inservice 
activities. 3.36 0.90 2.79 1.08 3.08** 
25. I wish more of our inservice programs were 
scheduled as three-hour sessions at night. 3.77 1.20 3.57 1.10 0.98 
Ln 
00 
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opposed (P < .05), allowing additional inservice education activities 
to be scheduled during the school day than vocational agriculture 
instructors (Question 12). Based on the two previous statements, one 
can conclude that some conflict exists in the school administrators' 
position on when inservice education activities should be held. If 
school administrators opposed three-hour sessions at night and also 
opposed more activities held during the day, the alternatives available 
are the weekend or periodically scheduled inservice education days 
throughout the school year. Vocational agriculture instructors thought 
they should receive some release time for inservice education (Question 
16). School administrators agreed less enthusiastically (P < .01). 
The school administrators were more forceful in their position on 
not allowing inservice credit for professional reading (Question 1), 
professional writing (Question 4), travel (Question 7), and research 
(Question 19) than the vocational agriculture instructors. The paired 
t-values for Questions 1, 4, and 19 were significant at the .01 
level. 
A paired t-value of 7.59 (P < .01) indicated that vocational 
agriculture instructors were in favor of leaving the local school for 
inservice training while school administrators were more inclined to 
have the training carried out within the school in which the teacher 
works (Question 11). It was concluded that in instances where school 
administrators were in opposition with the vocational agriculture 
instructors on a specific question, it usually had some reference to 
finances. The administrator was more inclined to be opposed to the 
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question if it included reimbursed travel, release time during the 
school day which would require a substitute, and other items which 
would be paid for by the school district. 
Vocational agriculture instructors and their school administrators 
disagreed strongly with the statement that most inservice eudcation 
programs are virtually useless (Question 13). Ihe school administrators' 
mean of 4.21 indicated they more strongly disagreed (P < .05) than the 
vocational agriculture instructors (3.94). 
The following statements summarize this secCion» 
1. Vocational agriculture instructors and school administrators 
agreed that the primary purpose of inservice education is to upgrade 
the teacher's classroom performance. 
2. Vocational agriculture instructors and school administrators 
agreed that teachers must be involved in the planning, presentation, 
and evaluation of inservice education activities- also agreed 
that a variety of inservice education must be provided to allow for 
individual teacher differences. 
3. Vocational agriculture instructors felt they should be allowed 
release time for inservice education. They also inservice educa­
tion should be held away from the local school. School administrators 
agreed the teachers should be allowed release ti@e; however, they felt 
inservice education activities should be held within the school. 
Vocational agriculture instructors and their school administrators both 
agreed that sessions should not be held at night-
61 
Ratings of the Degree of Responsibility 
Agencies or Groups have in Regard to 
Inservice Education 
A major purpose of this study was to identify the perceived 
roles and responsibilities of selected institutions, agencies, and 
organizations in providing inservice education for vocational agri­
culture instructors in Iowa. To determine the perceived roles and 
responsibilities, the participants were asked to rate six questions 
on a scale of 1 to 9, with 1 representing no responsibility and 9 
representing a hi^ degree of responsibility. 
Tables 9-15 present means and standard deviations comparing the 
eight agencies or groups included in the study. The agency or group's 
responsibility in Tables 9-14 is rank ordered by the total group means. 
A summary of Tables 9-14 is presented in Table 15. 
All participants in the study agreed in their rating of the top 
three agencies or groups as to their responsibility in determining the 
goals and objectives of inservice education for vocational agriculture 
instructors (Table 9). Through their ratings the participants indicated 
that vocational agriculture instructors should have the greatest respon­
sibility in determining goals and objectives which resulted in the 
highest mean of 7.86; Iowa State University College of Agriculture 
teaching and research was rated second with a mean of 6.99; state and 
area extension was rated third with a mean of 5.64. There were no 
significant differences among the group means. 
As the respondents rated the remaining five agencies or groups it 
was evident that there was disagreement on the degree of responsibility 
Table 9. Means, standard deviations, and analysis of variance for the 
degree of responsibility in determining goals and objectives 
of inservice education for vocational agriculture instructors 
Agency or group 
responsib ility 
Agencies or 
1 2 3 4 
School 
adm. 
Vo-ag. 
inst. 
Area ext. 
directors 
ISU ag. 
dept. 
head 
Vocational agriculture 7.70* 7.97 8.45 8.33 
instructors 1.68 1.54 1.04 1.41 
ISU College of Agriculture 6.72 7.17 7.64 7.00 
teaching/research 1.95 1.77 1.43 1.50 
State and area extension 5.13 5.81 5.36 4.89 
1.88 2.21 1.86 2.62 
Agriculture industry 5.28 6.27 3.73 4.43 
2.11 1.97 2.20 1.99 
Local school district 6.97 4.22 4.82 5.88 
1.93 2.39 1.94 2.42 
State Department of 6.19 4.44 4.73 5.25 
Public Instruction 2.15 2.67 2.41 2.38 
Area community/technical 4.37 5.67 2.73 3.71 
college 2.18 2.18 1.85 2.36 
Area education agency 5.06 3.89 2.82 3.71 
2.33 2.34 1.40 2.75 
^Mean 
S.D. 
^Group means differed significantly at the .10 level. 
•Significant at .05. 
••Significant at .01. 
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groups Total F-value 
5 6 7 8 
Area Ag. Area State 
edu. industry com./tech. ext. 
agency ag. heads spec. 
8.25 6.70 7.71 8.00 7.86 1.35 
1.42 2.58 1.59 1.04 1.61 
7.09 7.60 6.57 6.91 6.99 0.74 
2.12 1.71 1.99 2.21 1.86 
5.92 6.20 6.15 7.00 5.64 1.73 
2.11 2.15 1.95 2.10 2.10 
6.45 4.56 7.14 4.00 5.58 5.44** 
2.50 1.24 2.07 2.32 2.23 (7>3,8^) 
7.00 5.44 4.31 5.00 5.57 8.57*f 
2.30 2.83 2.75 2.41 2.55 (1,5>2*) 
6.00 5.50 5.64 6.27 5.43 2.83** 
2.95 1.72 2.82 2.33 2.53 
4.10 4.70 6.36 4.60 4.85 4.93** 
1.91 1.42 1.74 2.59 2.27 (2,7>3f) 
5.58 4.57 4.08 4.40 4.39 2.35* 
3.12 1.72 2.90 2.41 2.45 
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as Indicated by the significant F-values for the group means. The 
Scheffe post hoc revealed that the area community/technical agricul­
ture department heads rated agricultural industry significantly higher 
(P < .10) than did area extension directors and state extension 
specialists. 
The vocational agriculture instructors and area community/ 
technical college department heads rated the area community/technical 
college's responsibility for determining goals and objectives sig­
nificantly higher than the area extension directors (P < .10). 
Participants rated the agencies or groups as to their responsibility 
in initiating and coordinating inservice education (Table 10), similarly 
to the ratings in determining goals and objectives (Table 9). The 
vocational agriculture instructors were rated first while Iowa State 
University College of Agriculture teaching and research was rated 
second. The participants indicated that the State Department of Public 
Instruction should have more responsibility in initiating and coordina­
ting than in determining goals and objectives. The State Department 
of Public Instruction was rated third in responsibility for initiating 
and coordinating inservice education. 
Differences in group means between the vocational agriculture 
instructors and State Department of Public Instruction were not 
significant. However, the Iowa State University College of Agriculture 
teaching and research group means were significantly different at the 
.05 level of probability. The Scheffé post hoc test failed to detect 
any differences among these group means. 
Table 10. Means, standard deviations, and analysis of variance for 
the degree of responsibility in initiating and coordinating 
inservice education programs for vocational agriculture 
instructors 
Agency or group Agencies or 
responsibility 1 2 3_ 
School Vo-ag. Area ext. ISU ag. 
adm. inst. directors dept. 
head 
Vocational agriculture 
instructors 
7.44' 
1.82 
7.22 
1.99 
7.73 
1.27 
7.78 
1.56 
ISU College of Agriculture 6.62 
teaching/research 2.05 
7.48 
1.62 
8.18 
1.25 
7.11 
1.62 
State Department of 
Public Instruction 
6.18 
2.39 
5.28 
2.92 
6.00 
2.37 
6.50 
2.56 
State and area extension 4.98 
1.89 
6.16 
2.18 
5.09 
1.14 
4.78 
2.49 
Local school district 6.87 
2.11 
4.23 
2.44 
4.55 
1.81 
5.25 
2.60 
Agriculture industry 5.14 
2.17 
6.23 
2.05 
3.64 
2.01 
3.00 
1.53 
Area community/technical 
college 
Area education agency 
4.48 
2.18 
5.45 
2.38 
6.02  
2.13 
4.47 
2.58 
2.55 
1.75 
3.73 
2.45 
3.86 
2.85 
3.57 
2.57 
^Maan 
S.D. 
^Group means differed significantly at the .10 level. 
^Significant at .05. 
**Significant at .01. 
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groups Total F-value 
5 6 7 8 
Area Âg. Area State 
edu. industry com./tech. ext. 
agency ag. heads spec. 
7.64 
1.63 
7.75 
1.39 
7.14 
2.07 
8.17 
1.53 
7.45 
1.81 
0.60 
6.91 
2.02 
8.33 
1.12 
7.43 
1.55 
6.18 
2.44 
7.14 
1.87 
2.68* 
6.18 
2.71 
7.00 
1.32 
6.21 
2.01 
6.45 
2.50 
5.94 
2.55 
1.07 
7.10 
1.20 
6.44 
1.74 
6.69 
1.89 
6.27 
2.72 
5.74 
2.10 
3.47** 
7.09 
2.07 
5.00 
2.27 
3.21 
1.67 
4.25 
2.53 
5.34 
2.58 
10.25** 
(l,5>7,2b) 
4.55 
2.21 
4.78 
1.30 
5.86 
2.03 
3.45 
1.44 
5.24 
2.21 
6.08** 
(2>4,8,3b) 
5.00 
2.53 
5.11 
1.54 
7.29 
1.33 
4.50 
2.59 
5.13 
2.37 
7.21** 
(2,7>3b) 
8.00 
1.48 
5.50 
2.07 
3.46 
2.79 
4.18 
1.66 
4.91 
2.58 
5.19** 
(5>7,4.3, 
8,2b) 
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There were significant differences among the remaining five 
agencies or groups means at the (P < .01) level. This indicated 
again that the participants had differing opinions as to the degree 
of responsibility these agencies or groups should have. 
Significant differences were detected in the ratings of the local 
school district's responsibilities in initiating and coordinating 
inservice education. The Scheffé test revealed that the school 
administrators and area education agency personnel rated the local 
school district's responsibility significantly higher (P < .10) 
than the area community/technical college agriculture department 
heads and vocational agriculture instructors. 
The area education agency rated themselves significantly higher 
(P < .10) in initiating and coordinating than did the area community/ 
technical college agriculture department heads, Iowa State University 
College of Agriculture department heads, area extension directors, 
state extension specialists, and vocational agriculture instructors. 
An explanation for this difference might be that other agencies and 
groups are unfamiliar with the duties and purposes of the relatively 
new area education agencies. 
The area extension directors again rated the area community/ 
technical college significantly lower (P < .10) than did the vocational 
agriculture instructors and area community/technical college agriculture 
department heads. 
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Table 11 compared the agencies or groups as to their degree of 
responsibility in providing inservice education in regard to agricul­
ture subject matter. 
All participants in the study rated Iowa State University College 
of Agriculture teaching and research as the number one agency respon­
sible for providing inservice education activities in regard to agri­
culture subject matter. A low F-value indicated that all agencies or 
groups were uniform in their ratings. 
State and area extension and agricultural industry were second 
and third, respectively, with the difference between the means only 
.02. There were significant differences (P < .01) among the group 
means for both state and area extension and agricultural industry. 
The Scheffe test detected the area community/technical college 
agriculture department heads rated agricultural industry significantly 
higher (P < .10) than did the Iowa State University College of Agri­
culture department heads and the state extension specialists. It also 
revealed that area extension directors rated the area community/technical 
college significantly lower (P < .10) than did the vocational agriculture 
instructors and the area community/technical college personnel themselves. 
The difference in means of 5.54 as compared to 6.34 indicated 
the participants thought vocational agriculture instructors should 
have a higher degree of responsibility in providing inservice educa­
tion in regard to agriculture subject matter as compared to area 
community/technical college personnel. However, it was noted 
Table 11. Means, standard deviations, and analysis of variance for 
the degree of responsibility in providing inservice education 
in regard to agriculture subject matter for vocational 
agriculture instructors 
Agency or group 
responsibility 
Agencies or 
1 2 3 4 
School 
adm. 
Vo-ag. 
inst. 
Area ext. 
directors 
ISU ag. 
dept. 
head 
ISU College of Agriculture 7.58* 7.94 8.55 8.11 
teaching/research 1.78 1.69 0.69 1.27 
State and area extension 5.70 7.38 6.91 6.22 
2.15 1.87 1.14 2.64 
Agriculture industry 6.61 7.53 4.27 5.13 
2.07 1.75 1.68 2.17 
Vocational agriculture 7.00 6.25 5.18 5.13 
instructors 2.11 2.15 1.94 3.18 
Area community/technical 4.76 6.73 2.91 3.86 
college 2.37 2.22 1.81 2.67 
State Department of 5.80 4.54 4.00 3.14 
Public Instruction 2.29 2.94 2.24 1.35 
Local school district 5.99 3.59 4.09 1.71 
2.48 2.41 2.43 1.25 
Area education agency 4.88 4.34 2.45 2.57 
2.42 2.66 1.51 1.62 
^Mean 
S.D. 
^Group means differed significantly at the .10 level. 
^Significant at .05. 
**Significant at .01. 
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groups Total F-value 
5 6 7 8 
Area Ag. Area State 
edu. industry com./tech. ext. 
agency ag. heads spec. 
8.58 8.22 8.21 8.00 7.93 
0.79 1.20 1.12 0.89 1.55 
7.92 7.25 7.38 8.27 6.82 
1.16 1.58 2.29 0.90 2.09 
7.27 6.78 8.31 5.18 6.80 
2.15 1.86 1.03 2.48 2.13 
7.73 7.44 5.00 4.42 6.34 
1.56 1.94 1.83 2.64 2.29 
6.00 5.25 7.29 4.10 5.54 
1.95 1.58 2.02 2.23 2.51 
6.17 6.63 4.54 5.00 5.11 
2.66 1.77 2.33 2.53 2.61 
6.09 5.25 3.23 3.00 4.54 
2.51 1.98 2.01 2.17 2.67 
4.83 4.43 3.62 3.45 4.28 
2.66 1.13 2.87 1.57 2.48 
1.18 
5.59** 
(5,8>lb) 
7.41** 
(5,2,7>3P) 
(7>4,8*) 
4.83** 
(5>8*) 
8.46** 
(2,7>3^) 
2.89** 
8.67** 
(1,5>4^) 
2.36* 
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that the vocational agriculture instructors rated themselves lower 
than the area community/technical college personnel (6.25 to 6.73). 
Table 12 data indicated the participants felt that Iowa State 
University College of Agriculture teaching and research staff should 
have the hi^est responsibility for providing inservice education in 
regard to instructional methodology. There were no significant differ­
ences among group means with the Iowa State University College of Agri­
culture teaching and research staff as first choice and also with 
vocational agriculture instructors as second choice and the State 
Department of Public Instruction as third choice. It was interesting 
to observe that the vocational agriculture instructors rated themselves 
second in having the responsibility to provide inservice education in 
regard to instructional methodology. There may be several reasons why 
they rated themselves so high. 
1. The vocational agriculture instructors have not been satisfied 
with past inservice education programs on instructional methodology 
presented by the other agencies or groups. 
2. The vocational agriculture instructors felt they had successful 
instructors within their own ranks who were capable of presenting in-
service education on instructional methodology. 
3. The vocational agriculture instructors were not aware of the 
expertise available from the other agencies or groups. 
4. The vocational agriculture instructors felt the instructional 
methodology sessions would be more relevant if conducted by someone 
Table 12. Means, standard deviations, and analysis of variance for the 
degree of responsibility in providing inservice education in 
regard to instructional methodology for vocational agriculture 
instructors 
Agency or group 
responsibility 
Agencies or 
1 2 3 4 
School 
adm. 
Vo-ag. 
inst. 
Area ext. 
directors 
ISU ag. 
dept. 
head 
ISU College of Agriculture 7.01* 7.44 8.00 6.89 
teaching/research 1.84 1.93 1.26 1.76 
Vocational agriculture 7.03 7.17 6.91 7.13 
instructors 2.09 2.00 1.70 1.89 
State Department of 6.19 5.44 5.82 6.71 
Public Instruction 2.28 2.83 2.52 1.25 
Local school district 7.09 4.84 4.64 3.67 
2.00 2.50 1.63 2.50 
State and area extension 4.92 4.70 4.00 3.56 
1.97 2.40 2.00 2.07 
Area community/technical 4.68 5.25 2.45 3.57 
college 2.33 2.53 1.69 3.15 
Area education agency 5.19 4.03 3.55 4.00 
2.44 2.47 1.97 2.45 
Agriculture industry 4.58 4.55 3.36 2.83 
2.22 2.30 2.38 1.83 
^Mean 
S.D. 
^Group means differed significantly at the .10 level. 
*Significant at .05. 
**Significant at .01. 
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Total F-value 
5 6 7 8 
Area 
edu. 
agency 
Ag. 
industry 
Area 
com./tech. 
ag. heads 
State 
ext. 
spec. 
7.42 7.78 7.86 7.09 7.32 0.87 
1.88 1.39 1.35 2.47 1.83 
7.17 8.56 6.50 6.83 7.10 0.97 
1.75 0.88 1.74 2.17 1.96 
6.00 6.67 6.23 7.27 6.02 1.11 
3.13 1.50 2.65 2.33 2.52 
6.50 5.38 3.77 4.75 5.63 7.81** 
2.28 2.26 2.13 2.93 2.54 (1>4,7^) 
6.50 5.88 4.54 5.91 4.90 2.34* 
1.38 2.10 2.79 2.43 2.25 
5.36 4.38 5.29 4.50 4.76 2.24* 
2.42 2.33 2.64 2.55 2.50 
6.08 5.00 3.62 5.50 4.61 2.54* 
2.31 1.85 2.66 2.88 2.51 
5.09 5.00 4.21 3.45 4.40 1.38 
1.70 2.12 2.39 2.54 2.27 
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within their own ranks who could use classroom experience related 
to agriculture. 
The data revealed the local school district was rated fourth by 
all participants. School administrators rated the local school 
district number one and significantly higher (P < .10) as detected 
by the Scheffé test than either the Iowa State Iftiiversity College 
of Agriculture department heads and the area community/technical 
college agriculture heads. It was noted, however, that the school 
administrators* mean ratings of the first three choices ranged only 
from 7.09 to 7.01. 
The reason the area education agency was rated so low by all 
participants can only be speculated. It might be conjectured that 
the purposes of this agency were not well known by all of those who 
participated in the study. 
It was again interesting to note the area extension directors 
rated the area community/technical college lower than all other 
agencies or groups. 
The degree of responsibility the eight agencies or groups should 
have in financing inservice education is presented in Table 13 and 
the financing of personal costs in Table 14. 
In both tables, the local school district and the State Department 
of Public Instruction were rated one and two, respectively, as to their 
responsibility in providing financing for inservice education. No 
significant differences were detected among these group means except 
in the case of the State Department of Public Instruction's role in 
Table 13. Means, standard deviations, and analysis of variance for the 
degree of responsibility in financing inservice education 
for vocational agriculture instructors 
Agency or group Agencies or 
responsibility 1 2 3 4 
School Vo-ag. Area ext. ISU ag. 
adm. inst. directors dept. 
head 
Local school district 6.97* 6.89 7.45 8.00 
2.28 2.53 1.57 1.41 
State Department of 6.51 7.14 5.82 8.14 
Public Instruction 2.20 1.92 2.27 1.07 
ISU College of Agriculture 5.54 5.05 5.09 3.22 
teaching/research 2.40 2.52 2.02 1.92 
Area education agency 5.62 5.30 3.18 3.17 
2.75 2.85 2.32 2.32 
Agriculture industry 4.61 5.71 3.27 3.00 
2.56 2.48 2.37 2.38 
State and area extension 4.71 4.13 2.91 2.38 
2.60 2.46 1.45 2.00 
Vocational agriculture 3.21 3.72 4.82 5.63 
instructors 2.22 2.26 1.54 1.92 
Area community/technical 4.23 4.11 2.00 2.86 
college 2.51 2.38 1.34 2.12 
^Mean 
S.D. 
^Group means differed significantly at the .10 level. 
*Sigaifleant at .05. 
••Significant at .01. 
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groups Total F-value 
5 6 7 8 
Area 
edu. 
agency 
Ag. 
industry 
Area 
com./tech. 
ag. heads 
State 
ext. 
spec. 
7.42 8.33 7.08 7.33 7.13 0.76 
1.83 1.41 2.18 2.57 2.26 
5.42 6.67 6.57 7.30 6.72 1.80 
2.75 2.50 2.90 2.50 2.24 
5.92 5.89 6.43 3.82 5.25 2.44* 
2.64 2.67 1.74 2.04 2.44 
6.17 3.83 4.54 5.55 5.19 2.02 
2.44 3.31 3.15 3.01 2.85 
5.00 4.11 6.08 3.45 4.87 3.75** 
2.32 1.69 1.80 1.44 2.49 
5.82 4.50 4.69 2.82 4.25 2.87** 
2.36 1.07 2.50 2.23 2.47 
4.18 5.25 5.93 5.42 4.04 4.67** 
1.33 2.49 2.27 3.23 2.39 (7>lb) 
3.73 3.43 4.93 3.60 3.96 1.73 
2.49 2.88 2.97 2.72 2.50 
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financing personal costs. A significant difference between group 
means at the (P < .05) was detected. 
The participants generally agreed that area community/technical 
colleges C2.64), state and area extension (2.95), agricultural 
industry (3.16), and the area education agency (3.65) should have 
little responsibility in financing personal costs (Table 14). 
The vocational agriculture instructors rated the local school 
district first (8.38), the State Department of Public Instruction 
second (6.00), and themselves third (3.47) in financing personal 
costs for inservice education. The mean for vocational agriculture 
instructors, however, was considerably less. 
When the total financing of inservice education programs was 
considered (Table 13), the area education agency was rated fourth 
(5.19) and Iowa State University College of Agriculture teaching 
and research was rated fifth (5.25). The group means were not 
significantly different. 
The school administrators indicated it was the local school 
district's responsibility to finance inservice education activities 
including personal costs of the instructors. 
The following summary statements are taken from Table 15. 
1. The respondents included in the study indicated the vocational 
agriculture instructors and Iowa State University College of Agriculture 
teaching and research staff should be responsible for determining the 
goals and objectives of inservice education and for initiating and coor­
dinating inservice education activities. 
Table 14. Means, standard deviations, and analysis of variance for the 
degree of responsibility in financing personal costs involved 
in inservice education for vocational agriculture instructors 
Agency or group Agencies or 
responsibility 1 2 3 4 
School Vo-ag. Area ext. ISU ag. 
adm. inst. directors dept. 
head 
Local school district 7.68* 8.38 7.91 7.63 
1.91 1.50 1.45 2.33 
State Department of 5.33 6.00 3.09 5.38 
Public Instruction 2.75 2.85 2.51 2.92 
Vocational agriculture 3.95 3.47 5.55 7.25 
instructors 2.93 2.59 1.97 1.49 
Area education agency 4.52 3.36 1.82 1.50 
2.74 2.67 1.83 1.22 
Agriculture industry 3.29 3.25 2.18 2.29 
2.24 2.57 2.04 1.70 
ISU College of Agriculture 3.86 2.80 1.36 1.89 
teaching/research 2.40 2.18 0.92 1.62 
Area community/technical 2.90 2.75 1.09 1.43 
college 2.14 2.31 0.30 1.13 
State and area extension 3.35 2.42 1.09 1.13 
2.38 2.05 0.30 0.35 
^Mean 
S.D. 
^Group means differed significantly at the .10 level. 
^Significant at .05. 
**Significant at .01. 
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groups Total F-value 
5 6 7 8 
Area Ag. Area State 
edu. industry com./tech. ext. 
agency ag. heads spec. 
7.67 
1.50 
3.73 
2.76 
6.18 
2.27 
4.27 
2.05 
4.10 
2.38 
3.30 
2.11 
2.36 
1.80 
2.91 
1.51 
8.44 7.92 7.58 7.96 1.02 
0.88 2.25 2.15 1.76 
4.67 5.42 6.50 5.37 2.33* 
2.83 3.12 2.95 2.89 
6.13 6.21 5.83 4.52 5.44** 
2.59 3.04 2.82 2.89 (4>2^) 
3.50 2.75 3.90 3.65 2.86** 
2.00 2.67 2.81 2.67 
1.78 3.92 2.80 3.16 1.42 
1.09 2.39 1.48 2.30 
2.75 1.67 2.00 2.95 3.98** 
1.28 0.98 2.21 2.22 (1>3^) 
2.63 2.62 3.22 2.64 1.40 
1.69 2.57 2.86 2.17 
2.88 2.08 2.00 2.60 3.09** 
1.73 1.62 2.21 2.10 
Table 15. Summary of the responsibility of agencies or groups in providing inservice education 
for vocational agriculture instructors 
Agency or group Determining Initiating & Provide Provide Total Financing 
responsibility goals & obj. coordinating ag. inst. financing personal 
subject methodology costs 
matter 
Vocational agriculture 7.86* 7.45 6.34 7.10 4.04 4.52 
instructors 1.61 1.81 2.29 1.96 2.39 2.89 
Agriculture industry 5.58 5.24 6.80 4.40 4.87 3.16 
2.23 2.21 2.13 2.27 2.49 2.30 
Local school district 5.57 5.34 4.54 5.63 7.13 7.96 
2.55 2.58 2.67 2.54 2.26 1.76 
ISU College of Agricul­ 6.99 7.14 7.93 7.32 5.25 2.95 
ture teaching and 1.86 1.87 1.55 1.83 2.44 2.22 
research 
State Department of 5.43 5.94 5.11 6.02 6.72 5.37 
Public Instruction 2.53 2.55 2.61 2.52 2.24 2.89 
Area education agency 4.39 4.91 4.28 4.61 5.19 3.65 
2.45 2.58 2.48 2.51 2.85 2.67 
State and area extension 5.64 5.74 6.82 4.90 4.25 2.60 
extension 2.10 2.10 2.09 2.25 2.47 2.10 
Area community/technical 4.85 5.13 5.54 4.76 3.96 2.64 
college 2.27 2.37 2.51 2.50 2.50 2.17 
^Mean 
S.D. 
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2. Iowa State University College of Agriculture teaching and 
research staff, state and area extension, and agricultural industry 
should be responsible for providing subject matter related to 
inservice education. 
3. The instructional methodology should be provided by Iowa 
State University College of Agriculture teaching and research and the 
vocational agriculture instructors themselves. 
4. The local school districts and State Department of Public 
Instruction should be responsible for financing inservice education 
costs, both program costs and instructor's personal costs. 
Ratings of Specific Attitudes Toward Location, 
Purpose, and Financing Inservice Education 
Tables 16-23 present data on the ratings of specific attitudes 
toward location, purposes, and financing inservice education for 
vocational agriculture instructors. The data are rank ordered from 
most preferred to the least preferred item in each table. 
The respondents were asked to rank the preferred location for 
inservice education pertaining to instructional methodology. Table 16 
summarizes the means and standard deviations by agencies or groups. 
The most favorable location was ranked 1 and the least favorable was 
ranked 4. Few respondents wrote in another choice in the space 
provided. Respondents who wrote in another choice primarily indicated 
the area education agency as a preferred location. The mean rank of 
2.03 for area community colleges indicated this location was preferred 
over the local school district (2.22) and the university campus (2.37). 
Table 16. Mean rankings and standard deviations for location of 
inservice education pertaining to instructional methodology 
Location Agencies or 
1 2 3 4 
School Vo-ag. Area ext. ISU ag. 
adm. inst. directors dept. 
head 
Area community college 2.20^ 1.76 2.44 2.43 
1.11 0.90 1.24 1.13 
Local school district 1.73 2.48 2.80 2.00 
0.94 1.07 1.48 0.93 
University campuses 2.81 2.24 1.80 1.56 
1.00 1.06 0.79 0.53 
Agriculture industry 3.56 3.53 3.89 3.86 
0.83 0.70 0.60 0.38 
^Mean 
S.D. 
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groups Total 
5 6 7 8 
Area Ag. Area State 
edu. industry com./tech. ext. 
agency ag. heads spec. 
3.00 
1.00 
1.80 
1.32 
3.00 
1.50 
3.30 
1.25 
1.78 
0 .67 
3 
o
 
o
 
1 .07 
1 .56 |o 
.73 
3 .63 
0.52 
0.65 
2.77 
1.17 
2.46 
1.05 
3.23 
0.93 
2.00 |o 
.89 
2 .60 
1 
CM 
1 .73 
0 .91 
3 .36 
0.81 
2.03 
1.03 
2.22 
1.14 
2.37 
1.09 
3.53 
0.79 
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The agricultural industry was least desirable with a mean of 3.53. 
It was interesting to note that the vocational agriculture instructors 
preferred university campuses (2.24) to the local school districts 
(2.48). 
Table 17 summarizes the means and standard deviations by agency 
or group for the preferred location of inservice education activities 
pertaining to agriculture subject matter. 
The mean ranking of 1.99 for the university campuses indicated the 
participants preferred the campus above the area community college 
(2.32), agricultural industry (2.85), and the local school district 
(3.02). 
Vocational agriculture instructors slightly favored area community 
colleges (1.98) over a university campus (2.17) as a preferred location 
for agriculture subject matter. 
It was quite evident that all participants felt this type of 
training must be held away from the local school. The agricultural 
industry location was ranked surprisingly low. 
Participants were asked to rank several selected purposes of 
inservice education (Table 18). All respondents ranked the improvement 
of teaching as the most important purpose of inservice education. 
Inservice education for the reason of self-growth and experience fol­
lowed with information gathering as the third most important purpose. 
Recertification and increase in salary were ranked least important. 
There were few differences among the eight agencies or groups in their 
rankings of the selected purposes of inservice education. 
Table 17. Mean rankings and standard deviations for location of 
inservice education pertaining to agricultural subject 
matter 
Location Agencies or 
1 2 3 4 
School Vo-ag. Area ext. ISU ag. 
adm. inst. directors dept. 
head 
University campuses 2.15^ 2.17 1.36 1.22 
1.12 1.08 0.67 0.44 
Area community college 2.41 1.98 3.22 2.86 
1.09 0.91 1.39 0.69 
Agriculture industry 3.13 2.52 3.44 3.29 
1.13 1.10 0.73 0.95 
Local school district 2.64 3.40 3.20 2.57 
1.20 0.94 1.32 1.27 
^Mean 
S.D. 
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groups Total 
5 6 7 8 
Area Ag. Area State 
edu. industry com./tech. ext. 
agency ag. heads spec. 
2.67 1.56 2.23 
1.41 0.73 1.01 
2.89 2.67 1.71 
1.05 0.71 0.61 
3.10 2.13 2.54 
1.37 1.13 1.20 
1.00 
0.00 
2.60 
0.84 
3.00 
0.94 
1.99 
1.08 
2.32 
1.03 
2.10 
1.37 
3.50 
1.07 
3.46 
0.97 
3.44 
0.88 
3.02 
1.17 
Table 18. Mean rankings and standard deviations for purposes of 
inservice education for vocational agriculture instructors 
Purpose Agencies or 
1 2 3 4 
School 
adm. 
Vo-ag. 
inst. 
Area ext. 
directors 
ISU ag. 
dept. 
head 
Improvement of teaching 1.34a 1.37 1.18 2.00 
0.74 0.78 0.41 1.32 
Self-growth and experience 2.39 2.98 3.18 2.11 
1.14 1.21 0.98 1.05 
Information gathering 3.15 2.77 2.55 3.67 
1.02 1.24 0.93 1.41 
Thou^t process development 3.55 3.55 3.18 3.50 
1.18 1.13 0.98 1.31 
Recertification 4.76 4.95 5.09 4.56 
0.80 1.02 0.54 1.67 
Increase in salary 5.72 5.27 5.82 4.89 
0.56 1.08 0.41 1.27 
^Mean 
S.D. 
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groups Total 
5 6 7 8 
Area Ag. Area State 
edu. industry com./tech. ext. 
agency ag. heads spec. 
1.30 1.78 
0.00 0.54 
1.29 
0.68 1.09 0.47 
2.67 2.22 2.92 
1.23 0.97 1.26 
3.33 2.50 2.79 
0.71 1.20 1.31 
2.67 3.88 3.25 
0.87 1.46 0.97 
5.00 4.86 5.00 
0.00 0.69 0.71 
6.00 5.57 5.50 
0.91 
1.67 
0.99 
2.90 
2.66 
1.19 
2.95 
1.20 1.15 
3.40 3.47 
1.35 1.15 
4.36 4.84 
1.43 0.94 
5.56 5.52 
0.73 0.86 
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Table 19 summarizes selected factors which motivate vocational 
agriculture instructors to participate in inservice education 
experiences. The mean ranking of 2.19 indicates that self-growth and 
experience was more important than benefiting the students with a mean 
of 2.50. Recertification and being pressured to attend both ranked 
as low motivational factors getting vocational agriculture instructors 
to attend inservice education activities. Vocational agriculture 
instiructors ranked the benefit to students as the number one factor 
in motivation and self-growth and experience as the second most impor­
tant factor. 
It was interesting to note that vocational agriculture instructors 
indicated that increased salary was not an important factor in 
motivating them to participate in inservice education activities. 
The data in Table 20 summarized how the participants rated the 
current state of inservice education for vocational agriculture 
instructors. Out of 180 respondents, 104 or 57.8 percent indicated 
that inservice education for vocational agriculture instructors 
currently was providing needed services for keeping teachers up-to-date. 
Ninety-two or 51.1 percent rated current inservice education for voca­
tional agriculture instructors as quite sufficient as compared to other 
professions. Approximately one-third of the respondents indicated 
current inservice education for vocational agriculture instructors 
lacked long-range planning and organization and was inadequate in 
meeting the needs of the teachers. 
It can be concluded from the data that a larger percentage of 
those personnel from agencies or groups having a high responsibility in 
Table 19. Mean rankings and standard deviations of selected factors 
which motivate vocational agriculture instructors to 
participate in inservice education experiences 
Motivational 
factor 
Agencies or 
1 2 3 4 
School 
adm. 
Vo-ag. 
inst. 
Area ext. 
directors 
I SU ag. 
dept. 
head 
Self-growth and experience 2.29^ 2.02 2.11 2.57 
1.38 1.15 1.62 1.90 
Benefit of students 2.86 1.98 3.00 3.83 
1.73 1.32 1.66 1.84 
Graduate credit 3.49 3.43 3.11 3.86 
1.38 1.19 0.78 1.86 
Increased salary 3.42 4.21 4.00 2.71 
1.72 1.24 1.32 1.38 
Recertification 3.93 3.81 2.80 3.50 
1.27 1.21 1.62 1.38 
Pressured to attend 4.80 5.51 5.78 5.00 
1.75 1.10 0.67 1.67 
^Mean 
S.D. 
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groups Total 
5 6 7 8 
Area Ag. Area State 
edu. industry com./tech. ext. 
agency ag. heads spec. 
2.88 
2.34 
1.57 
0.75 
1.79 
1.07 
2.80 
1.92 
2.19 
1.55 1.13 1.05 1.87 1.35 
2.63 2.14 1.85 3.11 2.50 
2.07 1.07 0.80 1.36 1.58 
3.29 4.17 3.75 3.40 3.49 
1.25 1.72 1.22 2.01 1.34 
4.29 4.33 3.75 3.09 3.76 
1.11 1.63 1.60 1.81 1.55 
3.43 3.43 4.58 3.11 3.77 
1.72 0.98 1.08 0.93 1.29 
4.14 5.17 5.67 4.22 5.12 
1.52 
Table 20. Frequencies and percentages of the responses on the current 
state of inservice education for vocational agriculture 
instructors 
Current state Agencies or 
School Vo-ag. Area ext. ISU ag. 
adm. inst. directors dept. 
head 
Providing needed services 42 42 4 3 
for keeping teachers 63.6 66.7 36.4 42.9 
up-to-date 
Quite sufficient compared 42 37 2 2 
to other professions 63.6 58.7 18.2 28.6 
Lacking long-range planning 15 21 8 2 
and organization 22.7 33.3 72.7 28.6 
Inadequate in meeting the 16 21 6 3 
needs of teachers 24.2 33.3 54.5 42.9 
Other 3 4 1 0 
4.5 6.3 9.1 0.0 
Total 
dumber 
percent. 
93 
groups Total 
Area Ag. Area State 
edu. industry com./tech. ext. 
agency ag. heads spec. 
1 2 8 2 104 
14.3 50.0 61.5 22.2 57.8 
2 1 4 2 92 
28.6 25.0 30.8 22.2 51.1 
5 2 8 7 68 
71.4 50.0 61.5 77.8 37.8 
5 3 6 5 65 
71.4 75.0 46.2 55.6 36.1 
0 0 0 0 8 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.4 
180 
100.0 
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presenting and delivering inservice education to vocational agriculture 
instructors (state extension specialists—77.8 percent; area extension 
directors—72.7 percent; area education agency personnel—71.4 percent; 
area community/technical college department heads—61.5 percent; and 
agricultural industry personnel—50.0 percent) indicated inservice 
education lacked long-range planning and organization. Those agencies 
or groups not involved in the presentation or delivering of inservice 
education probably were not aware of the current situation in regard 
to long-range planning as indicated by their low percentages (school 
administrators—22.7 percent; Iowa State University College of Agri­
culture department heads—28.6 percent; and vocational agriculture 
instructors—33.3 percent). 
When compared with the response of other agencies or groups, a 
larger percentage of vocational agriculture instructors and school 
administrators felt the current state of inservice education for voca­
tional agriculture instructors was quite sufficient as compared to 
other professions. 
The respondents were asked to rate several arrangements which 
should be explored in supporting the cost of inservice education for 
vocational agriculture instructors. Table 21 indicated approximately 
73 percent of the 196 respondents felt that the State Department of 
Public Instruction should provide funds for inservice education. 
Financial arrangements whereby the local school districts or the area 
education agencies would contract for services from extension, univer­
sities, agricultural industry, and area community/technical colleges 
Table 21. Frequencies and percentages of the responses on possible 
financial arrangements to support the cost of inservice 
education for vocational agriculture instructors 
Source of finances Agencies or 
School Vo-ag. Area ext. ISU ag. 
adm. inst. directors dept. 
head 
Department of Public 41 a 54 9 7 
Instruction 60.3 84.4 81.8 77.8 
Local school district 40 29 4 7 
58.8 45.3 36.4 77.8 
Area education agency 40 26 7 3 
58.8 40.6 63.6 33.3 
Iowa State University 34 31 2 4 
extension 50.0 48.4 18.2 44.4 
Area Community/technical 21 21 0 3 
college 30.9 32.8 0.0 33.3 
Instructors 15 7 5 5 
22.1 10.9 45.5 55.6 
Iowa Vocational Agriculture 19 11 5 1 
Teachers Association 27.9 17.2 45.5 11.1 
Other 2 2 1 0 
2.9 3.1 9.1 0.0 
Total 
^Number 
percent. 
96 
groups Total 
Area Ag. Area State 
edu. industry com./tech. ext. 
agency ag. heads spec. 
6 ^ 11 10 144 
54.5 75.0 78.6 83.3 73.1 
8 5 9 1_ 109 
72.7 62.5 64.3 63.6 55.6 
8 2_ 8_ 3_ 97 
72.7 25.0 57.1 27.3 49.5 
6 3_ 6 1 87 
54.5 37.5 42.9 9.1 44.4 
3 1 4 2 55 
27.3 12.5 28.6 16.7 27.9 
2 3 6 3 46 
18.2 37.5 42.9 25.0 23.4 
4 0 3 1 44 
36.4 0.0 21.4 9.1 22.4 
2 0 0 0 7_ 
18.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 
196 
100.0 
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were rated favorable by slightly more than 50 percent of the 
respondents. It was apparent that few (approximately 23 percent) 
thought the vocational agriculture instructors themselves or their 
professional organization should provide the funds necessary to finance 
inservice education programs. 
The data in Table 22 indicated that approximately 90 percent of 
the participants included in the study felt the local school district 
should provide travel expenses, materials and registration fees, and 
release time for the vocational agriculture instructors to attend 
inservice education activities. 
When the vocational agriculture instructors were asked which of 
the items their local school district presently provided, about 90 
percent indicated their local school district allowed release time and 
provided reimbursement for travel and materials and registration fees. 
A smaller, yet substantial, number (65.6 percent) thought the local 
school district should also pay for subsistence expenses while attending 
inservice activities. 
The participants included in the study were asked to choose those 
agencies or groups which should cooperate in providing inservice edu­
cation for vocational agriculture instructors. Table 23 contains these 
frequencies and percentages. Vocational agriculture instructors (87.6 
percent) and Iowa State University College of Agriculture teaching and 
research staff (85.6 percent) were most often designated as the agencies 
or groups which should cooperate in providing inservice education. The 
agency checked least often was the area education agency (39.8 percent). 
Table 22. Frequencies and percentages of the responses on the items 
the local school district should provide for inservice 
education for vocational agriculture instructors 
Items Agencies or 
School Vo-ag. Area ext. ISU ag. 
adm. inst. directors dept. 
head 
Travel 58 * 63 8 8 
85.3 98.4 72.7 88.9 
Subsistence 32 42 8 7 
47.1 65.6 72.7 77.8 
Materials and registration 53 60 8 8 
fee 77.9 93.8 72.7 88.9 
Release time 55 62 11 9 
80.9 96.9 100.0 100.0 
Other 2 2 0 0 
2.9 3.1 0.0 0.0 
None 1 0 0 0 
1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total 
dumber 
percent. 
99 
groups Total 
Area Ag. Area State 
edu. industry com./tech. ext. 
agency ag. heads spec. 
9 9_ 13 11 179 
75.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 90.9 
6 5 6_ 8 114 
50.0 55.6 46.2 72.7 57.9 
9 8 12 11 169 
75.0 88.9 92.3 100.0 85.8 
12 7 13 9 178 
100.0 77.8 100.0 81.8 90.4 
1 0 2 0 7_ 
8.3 0.0 15.4 0.0 3.6 
0 0 0 0 1 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 
196 
100.0 
Table 23. Frequencies and percentages of the responses on which 
agencies or groups should cooperate in providing inservice 
education for vocational agriculture instructors 
Cooperating Agencies or 
agency or group School Vo-ag. Area ext. ISU ag. 
adm. inst. directors dept. 
head 
Vocational agriculture 61 a 61 10 7 
instructors 88.4 95.3 90.9 77.8 
ISU College of Agriculture 55 59 11 9 
teaching and research 79.7 92.2 100.0 100.0 
Agriculture industry 37 54 3 5 
53.6 84.4 27.3 55.6 
State and area extension 30 40 10 6 
43.5 62.5 90.9 66.7 
State Department of 48 22 6 5 
Public Instruction 69.6 34.4 54.5 55.6 
Area community/technical 23 46 4 3 
college 33.3 71.9 36.4 33.3 
Local school district 55 18 5 6 
79.7 28.1 45.5 66.7 
Area education agency 40 20 1 1 
58.0 31.3 9.1 11.1 
Total 
^Nianber 
percent. 
101 
groups Total 
Area Ag. Area State 
edu. industry com./tech. ext. 
agency ag. heads spec. 
11 7 10 9 176 
91.7 70.0 71.4 75.0 87.6 
8 9 10 11 172 
66.7 90.0 71.4 91.7 85.6 
5 8 12 7_ 131 
41.7 80.0 85.7 58.3 65.2 
6 8 10 10 120 
50.0 80.0 71.4 83.3 59.7 
8 4 9 5 107 
66.7 40.0 64.3 41.7 53.2 
5 4 13 4 102 
41.7 40.0 92.9 33.3 50.7 
8 2 2_ 3_ 99 
66.7 20.0 14.3 25.0 49.3 
12 1 3 2 80 
100.0 10.0 21.4 16.7 39.8 
201 
100.00 
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This rather high percentage revealed that all agencies or groups 
should have some involvement in providing inservice education for 
vocational agriculture instructors. Since the area education agencies 
are not currently involved in providing inservice education to voca­
tional agriculture instructors, it was interesting to note that 100 
percent of the area education personnel participating in the study 
indicated they should be involved. 
In summary: 
1. The most favored location for inservice education pertaining 
to instructional methodology was the area community college. 
2. The most favored location for inservice education pertaining 
to agriculture subject matter was the university campus. 
3. All respondents ranked the improvement of teaching as the most 
important purpose of inservice education. 
4. The most important factor in motivating vocational agriculture 
instructors to participate in inservice education activities 
was for self-growth and experience. To benefit the students 
was ranked second. 
5. Slightly more than 50 percent of the respondents felt that the 
current state of inservice education for vocational agriculture 
instructors was to keep teachers up-to-date. 
6. The State Department of Public Instruction was selected by 73 
percent of the participants in the study as being responsible 
for providing funds to finance inservice education activities 
for vocational agriculture instructors. 
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7. Approximately 90 percent of the participants in the study 
felt that the local school district should provide travel 
expenses, materials and registration fees, and release 
time for vocational agriculture instructors to attend 
inservice education activities. 
Ratings of Models of Organizational Structure 
for Providing Inservice Education 
Four possible models were designed and participants in the study 
were asked to rate each of them as to their acceptability. On a scale 
of I to 9 the respondents were asked to use 1 if the model was not 
acceptable and 9 if the model was highly acceptable. Each model was 
designed to give a different agency or group the major responsibility 
in coordinating the inservice education program for vocational agri­
culture instructors. The models were identified as follows: 
Model I - Area Education Agency Coordinator 
Model II - Area Extension Director Coordinator 
Model III - Area Community/Technical College Coordinator 
Model IV - Iowa State University Agricultural Education 
Department Coordinator 
Tables 24 and 25 summarize the data by the eight agencies or groups 
included in the study. Model IV with Iowa State University Agricultural 
Education Department as coordinator received the highest rating of 6.78 
by all participants. The area education agency or Model I was rated 
second with a mean of 5.50. The area community/technical college 
Table 24. Means, standard deviations, and analysis of variance for the 
degree of acceptability of four models of organizational 
structure for providing inservice education for vocational 
agriculture instructors 
Model Agencies or 
1 2 3 4 
School Vo-ag. Area ext. ISU ag. 
adm. inst. directors dept. 
head 
Model IV 
ISU Inservice Education 5.71* 7.33 8.09 7.38 
Director 2.42 1.93 1.14 1.60 
Model I 5.77 5.53 5.45 4.00 
Area Education Agency 2.67 2.79 2.42 2.62 
Model III 
Area Community/Technical 4.65 5.76 2.27 3.25 
College 2.17 2.21 1.19 2.19 
Model II 4.35 4.27 3.36 4.00 
Area Extension Director 2.15 2.25 1.57 2.45 
^Mean 
S.D. 
^Group means differed significantly at the .10 level. 
**Significant at .01. 
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groups Total F-value 
5 6 7 8 
Area Ag. Area State 
edu. industry com./tech. ext. 
agency ag. heads spec. 
5.56 7.50 7.36 
1.51 1.51 1.91 
6.89 5.25 4.21 
1.54 2.92 2.58 
5.56 4.43 6.79 
2.46 1.90 2.26 
5.78 5.14 4.71 
2.99 1.35 2.43 
8.25 6.78 5.89** 
1.29 2.19 
5.42 5.50 1.30 
2.57 2.67 
3.75 4.95 6.50** 
2.77 2.41 (7,2>3j) 
(7>4,8^) 
4.50 4.38 1.03 
2.84 2.26 
Table 25. Mean rankings and standard deviations of the acceptability of 
four models of organizational structure in providing inservice 
education for vocational agriculture instructors 
Model Agencies or 
School Vo-ag. Area ext. ISU ag. 
adm. inst. directors dept. 
head 
Model IV 
Area Extension Director 0.96 0.84 0.45 
ISU Inservice Education 2.28^ 1.72 1.18 1.13 
Director 1.12 0.98 0.41 0.35 
Model I 1.97 2.64 2.27 3.00 
Area Education Agency 1.20 1.17 1.01 1.00 
Model III 
Area Community/Technical 2.82 2.38 3.55 3.14 
College 0.94 0.91 0.82 0.69 
It)del II 2.89 3.25 3.00 2.71 
1.11 
*Mean 
S.D. 
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groups Total 
5 6 7 8 
Area Ag. Area State 
edu. industry com./tech. ext. 
agency ag. heads spec. 
2.71 
0.95 
1.63 
0.74 
1.77 
0.93 
1.25 
0 .62  
1.87 
1.04 
1.71 
0.95 
2.75 
1.49 
3.00 
1.23 
2.67 
0.78 
2.39 
1.20 
3.14 
1.22 
2.88 
0.99 
2.23 
1.01 
3.18 
0.98 
2.72 
0.98 
2.25 
1.17 
2.75 
0.89 
3.00 
0.91 
2.82 
1.08 
2.98 
0.93 
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(Model III) followed with a mean of 4.95. The area extension 
directors' mean of 4.38 was the model least accepted by the partici­
pants in the study. 
The respondents were asked to rank the models to serve as'a check 
for the ratings. The four models were ranked the same as the data 
revealed in Table 25. 
In Table 24, the data indicated the area community/technical 
college agriculture department heads and vocational agriculture 
instructors rated Model III (area community/technical college coor­
dinator) significantly higher than the area extension directors rated 
it (Scheffe at the .10 level). Hie vocational agriculture instruc­
tors and area community/technical college agriculture department 
heads were the only two agencies or groups whose means for the area 
community/technical college coordinator (Model III) were higher than 
the area education agency coordinator (Model 1). The area education 
agency personnel and school administrators were the only two agencies 
or groups not to rate Iowa State University Agricultural Education 
Department (Model IV) as the most acceptable model. They rated Model 
I (area education agency coordinator) above Model IV. A possible 
explanation for this is that the area education agency appeared only 
in Model I. Since the area education agency personnel and school 
administrators felt it was necessary to involve the area education 
agency, their only choice was to rate Model I highest. 
The data in Tables 24 and 25 verified that Iowa State University 
Agricultural Education Department (Model IV) was perceived to be the 
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most acceptable model of organizational structure for providing 
inservice education for vocational agriculture instructors in Iowa. 
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CHAPTER V. IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
As a result of this study, several implications and recommendations 
were made by the investigator. The central focus of these implications 
and recommendations was directed toward the continued improvement of 
inservice education for vocational agriculture instructors in Iowa. 
The implications and recommendations are divided into the following 
three subheadings: 
1. Planning and Organization of Inservice Education 
2. Presentation of Inservice Education 
3. Evaluation of Inservice Education 
Planning and Organization of Inservice Education 
The participants perceived that each of the eight agencies or 
groups included in the study should have a role in providing inservice 
education for vocational agriculture instructors in Iowa. Participants 
in the study were able to differentiate among the agencies or groups 
consistently and convincingly. The data indicated that the agencies 
or groups should have differing degrees of responsibility and their 
perceived roles and responsibilities lie in specific areas. 
Although the study provided conclusive evidence on the roles and 
responsibilities of agencies and groups, this evidence cannot yet be 
effectively utilized in improving inservice education for vocational 
agriculture instructors in Iowa. Until the personnel in the agencies 
and groups are informed of the study, analyze the results, and review 
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their own performance, they cannot move toward a change. Further, all 
the agencies and groups must assess their future resources and they 
must agree upon how to proceed. To implement recommendations from 
this study, the investigator recommends that a statewide two-day 
working conference be held in a central location to define the specific 
roles and responsibilities of each of the eight agencies or groups. 
Representatives to this two-day conference should include personnel 
from the agencies or groups who would administer inservice education 
programs and those who would be responsible in planning, presenting, 
and evaluating the programs. The data strongly indicated that those 
receiving the inservice education—the vocational agriculture 
instructors—should be represented. The purpose of this working con­
ference would be to acquaint the personnel from the agencies or groups 
with the data from this study, assess the resources of each agency or 
group, and then agree upon guidelines for the role and responsibility 
of each agency or group. The three subheadings used in this section— 
CI) planning and organization, (2) presentation, and (3) evaluation of 
inservice education—would provide discussion topics for the conference. 
Out of this conference, an advisory committee should be formed to sup­
port the agency designated as the coordinator of inservice education 
for vocational agriculture instructors. The investigator recommends 
the committee include representatives from all eight of the agencies 
or groups in the study. Steps should be taken to assure at least one 
vocational agriculture instructor is from each area or district of the 
state. 
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The data presented in Chapter IV provided many ideas for the 
planning and organization of inservice education. Since 26.6 percent 
of the instructors included in the study were graduates from institu­
tions other than Iowa State University, the investigator recommends a 
closer examination of the needs of these instructors be conducted in 
order to determine if they have special problems or needs. 
The study indicated that 31.3 percent of the vocational agriculture 
instructors seldom or never attended inservice education activities. 
Those persons involved in planning inservice education should be mindful 
that the respondents indicated self-growth and experience and the 
benefit to students as the two most important factors in motivating 
vocational agriculture instructors to participate in inservice education. 
It should be expected that resources will be needed to attract voca­
tional agriculture instructors to inservice education activities and 
improve the professional attitude toward these activities. 
The participants involved in the presentation of inservice 
education indicated that inservice education lacked long-range planning 
and organization. The investigator recommends that this deficiency be 
corrected by assigning a full-time inservice education coordinator as a 
permanent, tenured staff appointment to the Iowa State University teach­
ing and extension staff. This group was designated by all the partici­
pants as the agency that should be responsible for coordinating inservice 
education for vocational agriculture instructors. This choice was 
consistently supported by other data in the study. The model rated 
highest by the respondents had this coordinator assigned in the 
113 
Agricultural Education Department. It should be this coordinator's 
responsibility to see that agency or group personnel used in presenting 
inservice education be encouraged to participate more fully in the 
planning and evaluation of inservice education activities. 
The data revealed that more well-qualified vocational agriculture 
instructors should be utilized in presenting inservice education 
activities in the subject area in which they are proficient. This 
implies that the inservice education coordinator would need to compile 
an inventory of the instructors and their proficient subject matter 
area. 
Ciere was common agreement between vocational agriculture 
instructors and their school administrators that inservice education 
activities must allow for different interests among individual 
teachers. For this reason, there needs to be continued emphasis placed 
on offering a large variety of inservice educational activities to 
allow the instructors to select the activity suited to their needs. 
The data suggested that local school districts and vocational 
agriculture instructors need to agree upon the most favored time 
inservice, education activities should be offered. Release time, time 
of day, the optimum number of days needed for an instructor to keep 
up-to-date, and other items need to be studied. 
The data indicated that the local school district and State 
Department of Public Instruction are perceived to have roles in finan­
cing inservice education for vocational agriculture instructors. 
Whatever agency or group provides the financing should expect to be 
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involved in the planning and organization of inservice education for 
vocational agriculture instructors. 
Finally, the relationships among the personnel from the eight 
agencies or groups needs to be studied. The data indicated to the 
investigator that there was more than perceived responsibility entering 
into the ratings. A case in point is the consistently low ratings of 
the area community/technical colleges by the area extension directors. 
The investigator concluded that if there are misunderstandings or 
relationship problems among the agencies or groups these should be 
articulated. After all, the agencies and groups exist for the same 
purpose—to provide services to the public. 
Presentation of Inservice Education 
The data indicated that Iowa State University College of Agriculture 
teaching and research staff should have the highest degree of respon­
sibility in providing inservice education in regard to agricultural 
subject matter and instructional methodology. The participants felt 
the teaching and research faculty and extension specialists at Iowa 
State University were the most favorable source of information in regard 
to agricultural subject matter and instructional methods. The investi­
gator feels this finding should be made known to the teaching and research 
staff, extension specialists, and their administrators. 
The data supported agricultural industry becoming more involved 
in the presentation of agricultural subject matter. It is recommended 
115 
by the investigator that the potential of agricultural industry's 
involvement be determined and also their willingness to cooperate. 
An investigation should also be made to determine the feasibility 
of presenting inservice education on an area or district level. The 
area community/technical college's relatively high rating as a preferred 
location indicated the area or district delivery of inservice education 
may have some potential. Coordination on the state level and delivery 
on the state, area, and district levels are appealing to the investigator. 
The opportunity exists to provide inservice education for all agri­
cultural educators (extension personnel, vocational agriculture 
instructors, area community/technical college personnel, agricultural 
industry, and other agricultural organizations). The present situa­
tion of providing inservice education separately for each of these 
agencies or groups surely involves wasteful duplication of effort. 
The potential size of the group to be served on an area level (40-50) 
is conducive to good classroom and laboratory situations. Also, the 
closer location, the relevancy of the topic to the area, and the 
building of relationships among agricultural educators are all appeal­
ing reasons why the area or district concept should be considered. 
Evaluation of Inservice Education 
The data revealed a need to improve the evaluation of inservice 
education activities. Vocational agriculture instructors and school 
administrators agreed that the measure of the effectiveness of an 
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inservice education activity is whether a teacher uses the results in 
the classroom. It is recommended that comprehensive evaluations be 
made following inservice education activities to determine the extent 
and frequency of the use of inservice education in the classroom. 
This could be accomplished through studies and/or through personal 
visits by the inservice coordinator and members of the advisory committee. 
It is imperative to use the results of evaluation in planning future 
inservice education programs. 
As a result of this study, the investigator recommends further 
research in the following areas: 
1. An investigation should be conducted to determine the needs 
of vocational agriculture instructors in regard to inservice education. 
2. An indepth study should be initiated to consider the feasibility 
of conducting inservice education programs for all agricultural educators 
simultaneously. Vocational agriculture instructors, area community/ 
technical college agriculture personnel, and county, area, and state 
extension personnel would benefit from some of the same activities. 
3. An investigation should be made to determine the most 
effective way to evaluate inservice education programs. 
4. Further research should be conducted on delivering inservice 
education on an area or district level as compared to a statewide 
approach. 
5. A study should be conducted to determine financing alternatives 
among the agencies and groups responsible for inservice education. 
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6. An investigation should be conducted to compare vocational 
agriculture instructors' inservice education with the inservice education 
of other selected professional groups. 
7. A study needs to be initiated to compare inservice education 
with other indicators as a factor contributing to the achievement of 
students in the classroom. 
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CHAPTER VI. SUMMARY 
The major objective of this study was to determine the roles and 
responsibilities of selected agencies or groups in providing inservice 
education for vocational agriculture instructors in Iowa. The secondary 
objectives were to identify the preferred location of inservice educa­
tion programs, to identify the purposes of inservice education, to 
identify what motivates vocational agriculture instructors to attend 
inservice education activities, and to determine if there are signifi­
cant differences in the attitudes toward inservice education between 
vocational agriculture instructors and their school administrators. 
The population of this study consisted of the personnel from 
eight selected agencies or groups who were or who might be responsible 
for providing inservice education for vocational agriculture instructors 
in Iowa. The eight agencies or groups included in the study were: 
1) vocational agriculture instructors, 2) agricultural industry, 
3) local school district administration, 4) Iowa State University College 
of Agriculture department heads, 5) area education agency professional 
development specialists, 6) area extension directors, 7) Iowa State 
University state extension specialists, and 8) area community/technical 
college agriculture department heads. 
Two different questionnaires were developed: one for the vocational 
agriculture instructors and one for the other seven agencies or groups 
included in the study. The questionnaires contained items in regard to: 
I. Academic and Biographic Data, 
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la. Inservice Education Attitude Survey, 
II. Responsibilities of Agencies or Groups in Regard to 
Inservice Education, 
III. Specific Attitudes Toward Location, Purpose, and 
Financing of Inservice Education, and 
IV. Models of Organizational Structure for Providing 
Inservice Education. 
The questionnaires varied only in the academic and biographic data 
collected and Part la which was included only for vocational agricul­
ture instructors. Respondents were asked to rate or rank the specific 
items in the questionnaire. 
After a one and one-half month data collection period, 202 of 
the 238 questionnaires distributed were returned through the mail. 
All 202 or 84.9 percent were usable and included in the study. 
Several important findings resulted from this investigation. 
The results of this study indicated that the vocational agriculture 
instructors and the Iowa State University College of Agriculture 
teaching and research staff were rated one and two, respectively, in 
their responsibility for determining the goals and objectives of inservice 
education for vocational agricutlure instructors. The respondents also 
indicated these same two agencies should have the greatest responsibility 
in initiating and coordinating inservice education. 
Iowa State University College of Agriculture teaching and research 
staff, state and area extension, and agricultural industry were the 
three agencies or groups the participants felt should be responsible 
for providing agricultural subject matter related inservice education. 
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In providing inservice education in regard to instructional 
methodology, the respondents rated Iowa State University College of 
Agriculture teaching and research staff and vocational agriculture 
instructors themselves as the two agencies or groups that should have 
the most responsibility. 
The local school district and State Department of Public 
Instruction were rated one and two, respectively, as the agencies that 
should have the responsibility to finance inservice education including 
personal costs involved for vocational agriculture instructors. 
Primarily, the composite means indicated that the participants 
felt all eight agencies or groups should have some responsibility in 
providing inservice education for vocational agriculture instructors. 
The ratings of the four proposed models of organizational structure 
supported the data describing the degree of responsibility each agency 
or group should have. The participants rated Model IV with Iowa State 
University Agricultural Education Department inservice education 
coordinator as the most preferred model in delivering inservice 
education to vocational agriculture instructors. 
The composite mean ranking indicated that the most preferred 
location for inservice education pertaining to instructional method­
ology was the area community/technical college. The most favored 
location for inservice education pertaining to agricultural subject 
matter was the university campus. 
Inservice education for the purpose of the improvement of teaching 
received the highest ranking by the participants included in the study. 
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Inservice education for self-growth and experience was ranked second 
in importance while increase in salary and meeting recertification 
requirements were perceived to be the least important. 
The results of this study suggested that the most important 
factor in motivating vocational agriculture instructors to participate 
in inservice education activities was for self-growth and experience. 
Attending inservice education activities for the benefit of students 
was ranked second in importance. 
Slightly more than 50 percent of the respondents thought that 
inservice education for vocational agriculture instructors was currently 
providing needed services for keeping teachers up-to-date. However, 
approximately 70 percent of the personnel representing those agencies 
or groups who often are involved in presenting inservice education to 
vocational agriculture instructors indicated that the current state of 
inservice education could be described as lacking long-range planning 
and organization. 
Approximately 90 percent of the participants in the study felt the 
local school district should provide travel expense, materials and 
registration fees, and release time for vocational agriculture instruc­
tors to attend inservice education activities. About 90 percent of 
the vocational agriculture instructors indicated they currently were 
being reimbursed by their local school district for travel expense, 
materials and registration fees and were granted release time to 
attend inservice education activities. 
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The paired t-test was used to analyze the attitudes of 53 
vocational agriculture instructors and their local school 
administrators. Vocational agriculture instructors and school 
administrators agreed the primary purpose of inservice education 
was to upgrade the teacher's classroom performance. 
School administrators and their vocational agriculture instructors 
indicated the teachers must be involved in planning, presenting, and 
evaluating inservice education activities. A variety of inservice 
education must be provided to allow for individual teacher differences. 
Vocational agriculture instructors felt they should be allowed 
release time for inservice education. They also felt inservice 
education activities should be held away from the local school. 
School administrators supported the idea of granting release time; 
however, they felt inservice education activities should be held 
within the local school. Vocational agriculture instructors and their 
administrators agreed that inservice education sessions should not be 
held at night. 
The literature reviewed to provide the basis for this study 
supported many of the findings. Those findings supported by the 
review of literature are as follows : 
1. Teachers must be included in the planning, presenting, and 
evaluating of inservice education. 
2. Inservice education is necessary to improve the quality of 
education for the student. 
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3. Inservice education is providing a needed service to keep 
teachers up-to-date. 
4. Present inservice education lacks long-range planning and 
organizational structure. 
5. Several agencies, groups, and organizations need to cooperate 
in planning, presenting, and evaluating inservice educational 
programs. 
In the opinion of the investigator the most important implication 
of this study is the implementation of the results. The personnel in 
the agencies or groups involved must be informed of the study, analyze 
the results, assess their future resources, and then agree upon the 
course to take to improve inservice education for vocational agriculture 
instructors. The two-day conference suggested by the investigator 
could accomplish much and provide the impetus needed to improve the 
current state of inservice education for vocational agriculture 
instructors in Iowa. 
A second implication viewed as highly important is the appointment 
of a full-time inservice education coordinator in the Agricultural 
Education Department at Iowa State University. To implement many of 
the changes suggested by this study, it will be necessary to have a 
person coordinating the resources available to provide an improved, 
successful program of inservice education for the vocational agricul­
ture instructors. 
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loWCl StClte UîtlVCrSlt^  of science and Technology Ames, Iowa 50010 
Department of Agricultural Ixlucatioii 
223 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294-3872 
Date: May 18, 1977 
To: Selected School Administrators 
Agricultural Education Agricultural Education 
RE: Roles and responsibilities of selected agencies and groups in 
providing inservice education for vocational agricultural instructors 
in Iowa 
A research study is being conducted at Iowa State University which has 
been designed to determine the roles and responsibilities of selected 
agencies and groups who are or might be involved in providing, coordinating, 
and financing inservice education for vo-ag. instructors in Iowa. The 
results of this study should be instrumental in planning future inservice 
educational activities and should provide direction for an organizational 
structure to improve their inservice education. 
We are asking the administrator in charge of inservice education in your 
school district to complete the enclosed questionnaire. The superintendent 
may want to work with the principal or inservice education director in 
reflecting the attitude of the school district. 
Please complete the enclosed questionnaire and return it in the self-addressed 
envelope. We would appreciate your assistance in completing this project 
by June 1, 1977. 
Enclosure 
P.S. If you have questions concerning the models in Part IV, please feel 
free to call me at (515) 294-6924. 
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loWCl StCltC UlllVCrSlf^  of Science and Technology [ Ames, Iowa 50010 
Department of Agricultural Kdutulioii 
223 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294-5872 
Date: May 18, 1977 
To: Selected Vo-Ag. Instructors 
Harold R. Crawford 
Professor and Head 
Agricultural Education Agricultural Education 
RE: Roles and responsibilities of selected agencies and groups in 
providing inservice education for vocational agricultural instructors 
in Iowa 
A research study is being conducted at Iowa State University which has 
been designed to determine the roles and responsibilities of selected 
agencies and groups who are or might be involved in providing, coordinating, 
and financing inservice education for vo-ag. instructors in Iowa. The 
results of this study should be instrumental in planning future inservice 
educational activities and should provide direction for an organizational 
structure to improve their inservice education. 
We are soliciting your opinion along with other selected vo-ag. instructors 
on who should be involved in providing inservice education for your 
profession. 
Please complete the enclosed questionnaire and return it in the self-addressed 
envelope. We would appreciate your assistance in completing this project 
by June 1, 1977. 
Enclosure 
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loWd StûtC UlllVCrSlt^  of Science and Technology Ames, Iowa 50010 
Department of Agricultural Kducation 
223 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294-5872 
Date: May 18, 1977 
To: Selected AEA Personnel 
From: 
Harold R. Crawfoi 
Professor and He 
Agricultural Education 
« 
DouglaXj A. Pals 
Instructor 
Agricultural Education 
RE: Roles and responsibilities of selected agencies and groups in 
providing inservice education for vocational agricultural instructors 
in Iowa 
A research study is being conducted at Iowa State University which has 
been designed to determine the roles and responsibilities of selected 
agencies and groups who are or might be involved in providing, coordinating, 
and financing inservice education for vo-ag instructors in Iowa. The 
results of this study should be instrumental in planning future inservice 
educational activities and should provide direction for an organizational 
structure to improve their inservice education. 
You have been recommended as the person to represent your AEA in trying 
to perceive how this agency might become involved in providing inservice 
education for vocational agricultural instructors. You may find it 
necessary to cooperate with other AEA staff in completing the enclosed 
questionnaire. 
Please complete the questionnaire and return it in the self-addressed 
envelope. We would appreciate your assistance in completing this project 
by June 1, 1977. 
Enclosure 
P.S. If you have questions concerning the models in Part IV, please feel 
free to call me at (515) 294-6924. 
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loUtl StCltC University of Science and Technology Ames, Iowa 50010 
Department of Agricultural Education 
223 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294-5872 
Date: May 18, 1977 
To: Selected Agricultural Industry Personnel 
From: 
Harold R. Crawford y 
Professor and Head n 
Agricultural Education 
A PdA> 
Douglas ^  Pals 
Instructor 
Agricultural Education 
RE: Roles and responsibilities of selected agencies and groups in 
providing inservice education for vocational agricultural instructors 
in Iowa 
A research study is being conducted at Iowa State University which has 
been designed to determine the roles and responsibilities of selected 
agencies and groups who are or might be involved in providing, coordinating, 
and financing inservice education for vo-ag instructors in Iowa. The results 
of this study should be instrumental in planning future inservice 
educational activities and should provide direction for an organizational 
structure to improve their inservice education. 
You have been recommended as the person to represent your agricultural 
industry in trying to perceive how this industry will continue to be or 
might become involved in providing inservice education for vocational 
agricultural instructors. You may find it necessary to cooperate with other 
staff in completing the enclosed questionnaire. 
Please complete the questionnaire and return it in the self-addressed 
envelope. We would appreciate your assistance in completing this project 
by June 1, 1977. 
Enclosure 
P.S. If you have questions concerning the models in Part IV, please feel 
free to call me at (515) 294-6924. 
loAWl UrilVCrSltlJ of Sdmce and Technolo. es, Iowa 50010 
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Dcparimcnl of Agricultural Ixlucatioii 
223 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294-5872 
Date: May 18, 1977 
To: ISU College of Ag. Dept. Heads 
Area Extension Directors 
State Extension Specialists 
Area Community/Technical College Ag. Dept. Heads 
RE: Roles and responsibilities of selected agencies and groups in 
providing inservice education for vocational agricultural instructors 
A research study is being conducted at Iowa State University which has 
been designed to determine the roles and responsibilities of selected 
agencies and groups who are or might be involved in providing, coordinating, 
and financing inservice education for vo-ag instructors in Iowa. The 
results of this study should be instrumental in planning future inservice 
educational activities and should provide direction for an organizational 
structure to improve their inservice education. 
You have been selected to represent your agency in trying to perceive 
how this agency will continue or become more involved in providing 
inservice education for vocational agricultural instructors. 
In order for us to get an accurate representation of your agency, we urge 
each of you to complete the questionnaire and return it in the self-
addressed envelope. We would appreciate your assistance in completing 
this project by June 1, 1977. 
From: 
Harold R. Crawford Y 
Professor and Headjy 
Agricultural EducaŒon 
Instructor 
Agricultural Education 
in Iowa 
Enclosure 
P.S. If you have questions concerning the models in Part IV, please feel 
free to call me at (515) 294-6924. 
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loWiS StfltC UniVCrSltlj of Sdmce and Tecknolo. es, Iowa 50010 
Department of Agricultural Education 
223 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294-5872 
June 7, 1977 
Dear School Administrator: 
As of this date, we have not received a response from you on the 
questionnaire we sent regarding the roles and responsibilities of 
selected agencies and groups who are or might be involved in providing, 
coordinating, and financing inservice education for vo-ag. instructors 
in Iowa. We realize this has been a busy time of the year, but your 
input is important to the results of this study. You were randomly 
selected as one of five school administrators from the Area Education 
Agency district your school is in, to participate in this study. In 
order for the study to include a valid representation your response 
is needed. 
Would you please take the few minutes needed to complete this questionnaire 
and return it in the self-addressed envelope provided as soon as possible. 
Another copy of the questionnaire has been included for your convenience. 
Again, thank you for your help. 
Sincerely, 
Harold R. Crawfori 
Professor and Head 
Agricultural Education 
Instructor 
Agricultural Education 
Enclosure 
Iowa State Umversi'tlj of Sdmce W Technola 
136 
Ames, Iowa 50010 
Dcparimeni of Agricultural Education 
223 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294-5872 
June 7, 1977 
Dear Vocational Agricultural Instructor: 
As of this date, we have not received a response from you on the 
questionnaire we sent regarding the roles and responsibilities of 
selected agencies and groups who are or might be involved in providing, 
coordinating, and financing inservice education for vo-ag. instructors 
in Iowa. We realize this has been a busy time of the year, but your 
input is important to the results of this study. You were randomly 
selected as one of five vo-ag. instructors from the Area Education 
Agency district your school is in, to participate in this study. In 
order for the study to include a valid representation your response 
is needed. 
Would you please take the few minutes needed to complete this questionnaire 
and return it in the self-addressed envelope provided as soon as possible. 
Another copy of the questionnaire has been included for your convenience. 
Again, thank you for your help. 
Sincerely, 
Harold R. Crawfoy 
Professor and Head 
Agricultural Education 
Douglas A. Pals 
Instructor 
Agricultural Education 
Enclosure 
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ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF SELECTED AGENCIES 
AND GROUPS IN PROVIDING INSERVICE EDUCATION FOR 
VOCATIONAL AGRICULTURAL INSTRUCTORS IN lOWA^ 
PART I 
Biographie Data; 
]. I'lease check (/) the agency or group you represent. 
( ) Area Education Aj'cncy 
( ) Area Community/Technical College 
( ) ISU Agricultural Department Heads 
( ) Local School District Administration 
( ) Area or State Extension 
( ) Agricultural Industry 
2. Please check (/) the professional term which most nearly describes your present position. 
( ) School superintendent 
( ) School principal 
( ) Personnel manager 
( ) Inscrvice education director 
( ) Curriculum and Professional Development specialist 
( ) Agricultural Department Head 
( ) Area Extension Director 
( ) State Extension Staff 
( ) Other 
3. Please check (/) the length of time you have been in your present position with this 
agency or group. 
( ) 0 - 1 year 
( ) 1 - 3 years 
( ) 3 - 5 years 
( ) 5 - 7 years 
( ) 7 - 9 years 
( ) over 9 years 
4. Please rate your agency or r,roup as to its involvement in providing inservice activities 
for vo-ag instructors. To the right of each of the three activities listed please check (/) 
the hox which is most appropriate. 
You may wish to refer to the following definitions prepared for this question. 
PLANNING - your agency or group has been involved in organizing and designing 
an inservice activity for vo-ag instructors. 
PRESENTATION - your agency or group has taken an active part in teaching or con* 
ducting an inservice activity for vo-ag instructors. 
EVALUATION - your agency or group has participated in a formal (discussion or 
questionnaire) evaluation of an inservice activity for vo-ag instructors. 
NEVER SELDOM OFTEN ALWAYS 
PLANNING of inservice education 
PRESENTATION of inservice education 
EVALUATION of inservice education 
^Included for all agencies or groups except vocational agriculture 
instructors. 
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ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF SELECTED AGENCIES 
AND GROUPS IN PROVIDING INSERVICE EDUCATION FOR 
VOCATIONAL AGRICULTURAL INSTRUCTORS IN IOWA ^  
ACADEMIC AND BIOGRAPHIC DATA: 
AGE 
PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATION: 
IVATA, NVATA 
TVA, AVA 
ISEA, NEA 
Other 
Part I 
TYPE OF PROGRAM TAUGHT: Day class 
Adult 
Day class and adult 
Single Instructor Dept. 
TOTAL YEARS TEACHING EXPERIENCE CONTINUOUS : YES / 7 NO 
Multiple Instructor Dept. 
TOTAL YEARS IN PRESENT SCHOOL SYSTEM 
TOTAL YEARS EXPERIENCE IN FARMING OR AG. INDUSTRY (since age 18) 
HIGHEST DEGREE EARNED: DEGREE DESIRED IN THE FUTURE: 
Associate degree 
[bachelor of Science/Arts 
"Mamter of Science/Arts 
"Ph.D./Ed.D. 
Bachelor of Science/Arts 
"blaster of Science/Arts 
"Ph.D./Ed.D. 
"No Further Degrees Planned 
MOST RECENT DEGREE EARNED FROM (name of school): 
TYPE OF TEACHING CERTIFICATE HELD: 
Temporary 
[Pro-professional 
[Professional 
[Permanent professional 
"Other 
YEAR OF ORIGINAL CERTIFICATION 
PLEASE RATE YOURSELF AS TO YOUR INSERVICE ACTIVITIES. To the right of each of the four 
activities listed please check (/) the box which is most appropriate. 
You may wish to refer to the following definitions prepared for this question. 
ATTENDANCE - you have attended an organized inservice activity 
PLANNING - you have been involved in organizing or designing an inservice activity 
PRESENTATION - you have taken an active part in teaching or conducting an inservice 
activity 
EVALUATION - you have participated in a formal (discussion or questionnaire) evaluation 
of an inservice activity 
ATTENDANCE at inservice education 
PLANNING of inservice education 
PRESENTATION at inservice education 
EVALUATION of inservice education 
NEVER SELDOM OFTEN ALWAYS 
PLEASE CHECK (/) ALL OF THE FOLLOWING THAT APPLY. My school district presently provides the 
following reimbursement for inservice education: 
( ) Travel ( ) Release time 
( ) Subsistence ( ) Other 
( ) Registration and materials fee ( ) None 
^Included for vocational agriculture instructors only. 
140 
Parc Ta 
INSERVICE EDUCATION ATTITUDE SURVEY ^  
Please react to each st.iloinenr by ci ici inp the number which most n(>;irlv rd 
attitude toward the statement. 
1. Strongly Ap.ree 
2. Agree 
3. Uncertain 
4. Disagree 
5. Strongly disagree 
1. A teacher should receive inservice credit for professional reading. 
2. The implementation of innovations presented in inservice programs is 
often a function of the support received from school administrators. 
3. If more teachers were involved in planning inservice programs, teacher 
committment to them would be greater. 
4. A teacher should receive inservice credit for professional writing. 
5. Teachers need to be involved in the developing of purposes, activities, 
and methods of evaluation for inservice programs. 
6. One of the most important ways to judge the effectiveness of an 
inservice program is whether the teacher uses the results of the 
training in the classroom. 
7. A teacher should receive inservice credit for travel. 
8. Inservice education should relate directly to problems encountered 
in the classroom. 
9. A teacher should receive inservice credit for participation in a 
graduate course at a university. 
10. Many Inservice activities do not appear relevant to any felt needs of 
the teacher. 
11. Most Inservice activities should be carried on within the school in 
which the teacher works. 
12. More inservice activities should be scheduled during the school day. 
13. Most inservice programs are virtually useless. 
14. One of the most motivating inservice activities is an opportunity to 
become acquainted with new teaching practices or innovative programs. 
15. Transfer of concepts presented and skills taught in inservice programs 
to the problems of daily classroom life and school operations is 
minimal. 
16. Teachers should receive some release time for inservice education. 
17. The primary purpose of inservice is to upgrade the teacher's class­
room performance. 
18. Most inservice programs do not seem well-planned. 
19. A teacher should receive inservice credit for research. 
20. Our inservlce programs seem to suffer from a lack of financial 
support needed to carry them out. 
21. Teachers should have the opportunity to select the kind of inservice 
activities which they feel will strengthen their professional 
competence. 
22. Inservice programs must include activities which allow for the 
different interests which exist among individual teachers. 
23. Most Inservice programs arise from a study of the needs and problems 
of teachers. 
24. Most teachers do not like to attend inservice activities. 
25. I wish more of our inservice programs were scheduled as three-hour 
sessions at night. 
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Included for vocational agriculture instructors only. 
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.. Part II a .. 
A. Please CHECK (/) one or more of the agencies or groups you feel should cooperate in 
coordinating and providing inservice education for vo-ag instructors. 
Vo-Ag Instructors 
2 Agricultural Industry 
Local School Districts 
ISU College of Ag. Teaching/Research 
State Department of Public Instruction 
Area Education Agency 
State and Area Extension 
Area Community/Technical Colleges 
B. Please indicate what degree of responsibility the following groups or agencies should 
have in regard to inservice education for High School vocational agriculture instruc­
tors in Iowa. 
On each scale provided circle a number 1 through 9 which most nearly reflects your 
feeling about the role of each group or agency. Use the following scale as a guide. 
1  2  3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
NO AVERAGE HICH 
RESPONSIBILITY RESPONSIBILITY RESPONSIBILITY 
1. Please circle the dcj'.ree of responsibility each agency or proup should have in deter­
mining f'.oals and objectives for inservicc education for vo-ag instructors. 
Vo-Ag Instructors 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
Agricultural Industry 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
l^cal School Districts 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
ISU College of Ag. Teaching/Research 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
State Dept. of Public Instruction 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
Area Education Agency 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
State and Area Extension 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
Area Community/Technical Colleges 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
2. Please circle the degree of responsibility each agency or group should have in initiating 
and coordinating inservice programs for vo-ag instructors. 
Vo-Ag Instructors 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
Ay.ricultural Industry 1 2 1 4 5 6 8 9 
School Disiriei.s 1 2 /) 5 6 8 9 
TSU College of Ag. Te.'ichinf./Hc.so.irfh 1 2 •J /, 3 6 8 9 
State Dept. of Public Insiruction 1 2 3 /, 5 6 8 9 
Area Education Agency 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
State and Area Extension 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
Area Community/Technical Colleges 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
3. Please circle the degree of responsibility each agency or group should have in provid­
ing inservice education in regard to agriculture subject matter expertise for vo-ag 
instructors. 
Vo-Ag Instructors 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Agricultural Industry 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Local School Districts 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
ISU College of Ag. Teaching/Research 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
State Dept. of Public Instruction 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Area Education Agency 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
State and Area Extension 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Area Community/Technical Colleges 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
^Remaining parts included for all agencies or groups. 
4. Please circle the degree of responsibility each agency or group should have in provid­
ing inservice education in regard to teaching methods, advisory committees, year 
around programs, etc. for vo-ag instructors. 
6.  
Vo-Ag Instructors 
Agricultural Industry 
Local School Districts 
ISU College of Ag. Teaching/Research 
State Dept. of Public Instruction 
Area Education Agency 
State and Area Extension 
Area Community/Technical Colleges 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
5. Please circle the degree of responsibility each agency or group should have in 
inservice education programs for vo-ag instructors. 
Vo-Ag Instructors 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
Agricultural Industry 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
Lacal School Districts 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
TSU College of Ag. Teaching/Research 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
•Slate Dept. of Public Instruct ion 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
Area Education Agency 1 ? 3 4 5 6 8 9 
State and Area Extension 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
Area Community/Technical Colleges 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
Please circle the degree of responsibility each agency 
personal costs (travel, fees, subsistence for vo-ag ins 
or group should 
tructors) 
have in inancing 
Vo-Ag Instructors 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
Agricultural Industry 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
Local School Districts 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
ISU College of Ag. Teaching/Research 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
State Dept. of Public Instruction 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
Area Education Agency 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
State and Area Extension 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
Area Community/Technical Colleges 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
inancing 
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Part III 
PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING ITEMS ACCORDING TO THE INSTRUCTIONS PROVIDED: 
7. Inservice education pertaining to teaching methods, advisory committees, year-around 
proRrams^ etc., should be held in which location? (Rank 1,2,3,4,5, with #1 bein# the 
most desirable choice) 
( ) Universily Campuse:: ( ) Aj-.ri tul t iira 1 Industry 
( ) Area Community Collcxf* ( ) Olhcr 
( ) Local School DistricL 
8. Inservice education pertaining to agricultural subject matter expertise should be held 
in which location? (Rank 1,2,3,4,5, with #I being the most desirable choice) 
( ) University Campuses ( ) Agricultural Industry 
( ) Area Community Colleges ( ) Other 
( ) Local School District 
9. In your opinion, what is the major purpose 6f inservice education for vo-ag instructors? 
(Rank 1,2,3,4,5,6,7, with #1 being the most desirable choice) 
( ) Primarily for self-growth and experience 
( ) Increase in salary ( ) Thought process development 
( ) Recertification requirements ( ) Improvement of teaching 
( ) Information gathering ( ) Other 
10. What motivates vo-ag instructors to participate in inservice education experiences? 
(Rank 1,2,3,4,5,6,7, with #1 being the most desirable choice) 
( ) Primarily for self-growth and experience 
( ) Increased salary ( ) Recertification requirements 
( ) Graduate credit ( ) Pressured to attend 
( ) For the benefit of my students ( ) Other 
11. How would you assess the current state of inservice education for vo-a% instructors in 
Iowa? (Check (/) those that apply AND circle one that describes current activity best) 
( ) Quite sufficient compared to other professions 
( ) Lacking long range planning and organization 
( ) Providing needed services in keeping teachers up-to-date 
( ) Inadequate in meeting needs of teachers 
( ) Other 
12. Several agencies and groups presently contribute to the costs of inservice education for 
vo-ag instructors in Iowa. What kinds of arrangements should be explored in an effort to 
finance inservice education? (Check (/) one or more of the following AND circle the 
most appropriate) 
( ) Local school districts contract for services from extension, universities, ag. 
industry, community/1echoic;il colleges, etc. 
( ) Area Education Agencies contract for services from extension, universities, ag. 
industry, community/technical colleges, etc. 
( ) Individual teachers pay for inservice education activities 
( ) Teacher professional organization (i.e. IVATA) should provide funds for inservice 
education 
( ) ISU Extension finance area and state inservice activities 
( ) State Department of Public Instruction provides funds for inservice education 
( ) Area Community/Technical Colleges finance area inservice activities 
( ) Other 
13. The local school district should provide the following reimbursement for inservice 
education for vocational agriculture instructors. (Check (/) all that apply) 
( ) Travel ( ) Release time 
( ) Subsistence ( ) Other 
( ) Registration and materials fee ( ) None 
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Part IV 
The models which follow are intended to provide examples of possible organizational structure 
for providing inservice education for vo-ag instructors in Iowa. These four models are not 
intended to be totally comprehensive. Following each model there is a scale as shown below. 
Please respond as to the acceptability of each model by circling the number which most nearly 
reflects your feelings : 
NOT 
ACCEPTABLE 
HIGHLY 
ACCEPTABLE 
After responding to the acceptability of the four models, please rank them in the section 
provided. There is space provided for you to propose another model if you desire. 
Model I 
A person with an agricultural background from the Area Education Agency serves 
as coordinator. This coordinator in cooperation with the inservice committee 
determines needs then contracts for the training through the agencies available. 
(Example: Ag. industry, TSU teaching/research stnff, Area Community/Technical College, 
I SU state and area extension .staff, ctc.). This inservJce training would be 
provided on an area basis (15 areas in the state). 
TNSERVICE COMMTTTF.F, 
Vo-Ag Instructors 
Extension 
Area Comm./Tech. college 
Agricultural 
Industry 
TSU teachinp/rcs. 
Sr.-i f f 
flREA EDUCATION 
ACENCY 
(roordJn.itor 
with «K-
l>.i<'k)>,roiinil) 
Area Comm./Tech. 
TSU State and 
Area Extension 
vo-An 
fnstructors 
Circle: 
1 
NOT 
ACCEPTABLE 
8 9 
HIGHLY 
ACCEPTABLE 
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Model II 
The Area Extension Director would serve as coordinator. This coordinator in 
cooperation with the inservice committee determines needs then contracts for 
the training through the agencies available. This inservice training would be 
provided on an area basis. (12 areas in the state.) 
INSERVICE COMMITTEE 
Vo-Ag instructor 
Extension 
Area Comm./Tech. college 
^Sl^_teaching/rescarrl^^tn£^ 
Are;i Comm./Tec-ti. Area Kxtcnslorj 
Director 
ISU TcnchlnR/Res. 
Staff 
ISU State and 
rtrcti Kyrprii-ilnn 
Vo-Ag 
Instructors 
Circle: 
NOT 
ACCEPTABLE 
Model III 
The Area Community/Technical College inservice education director would serve as 
coordinator. This coordinator in cooperation with the inservice committee 
determines needs then contracts the training through the agencies available. This 
inservice training would be provided on an area basis. (15 Area Community/Technical 
Colleges in the state.) 
Vo-AR 
Instructors 
Circle : 
NOT 
ACCEPTABLE 
HIGHLY 
ACCEPTABLE 
Area Comm./Tech. 
___College____ 
ISU State and 
Area Extension 
ISU Tenchlng/Res. 
Staff 
Agricultural 
^^ndustrjr__ 
AREA COMMUNITY 
TECHNICAL 
COLLEGE 
(Inservlce Ed. 
Director) 
INSERVrCE COMMITTEE 
Vo-Ag Instructor 
Extension 
Area Comm./Tech. college 
TSU tcachlng/research staff 
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Model IV 
The ISU inservice director in the Agricultural Education department would serve 
as coordinator. This coordinator in cooperation with the inservice connniltee 
determines needs then contracts for the training through the agencies available. 
The training could be provided on a state, area or district basis. 
Vo-Ag 
Instructors 
Circle: 
HIGhTY 
ACCEPTATLE 
NOT 
ACCEPTABLE 
TSU TeaohlnK/Res. 
Staff 
Agricultural 
Industry 
Area Comm./Tech. 
College 
ISU State and 
Arcn Extension 
ISU Inservlce 
Director 
(Coordinator 
in Ag. Ed.) 
INSERVICE COMMITTEE 
Vo-Ag Instructor 
Extension 
Area Comm./Tech. college 
TSU teaching/rese.'irch staff 
PLEASE RANK THE FOUR MODELS AS TO THEIR ACCEPTABILITY: (Rank 1,2.3,4, with #1 
being the most desirable choice) 
Model I ' 
Model II 
Model III 
Model IV 
IN THE REMAINING SPACE PLEASE MAKE ANY COMMENTS ON THE MODELS OR PROPOSE ANOTHER 
MODEL IF YOU DESIRE: 
